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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Tomas Writes Onrrry, barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed a Master of the King’s Bench Division in the place of 
Mr. Mantey Surru, retired. The ens will be welcomed 
as likely to prove an excellent one. . Currry, who was called 
to the bar in 1877, has had an extensive and varied practice, and 
is well equipped for his new duties. 





Upon THE introduction of the Licensing Bill by the Bishop of 
Winchester in the House of Lords we took occasion to call 
attention to some of its provisions which interfered needlessly 
with solicitors both in their practice and in their private invest- 
ments. No person was to be appointed as a clerk of the peace, 
clerk of petty sessions, clerk to borough justices, or clerk 
of a watch committee who was within the disqualification 
imposed on justices by section 60 of the Licensing Act, 1872— 
i.e, who held any share in a brewery or distillery in the district 
or in an adjoining district. And no person was to be appointed 
to any such office who held, or whose partner held, the appoint- 
ment of solicitor to, or any other professional appointment under, 
any brewery or distillery company, or any association of brewers, 
distillers, or retailers of intoxicating liquor. The Bill, as 
amended in Committee of the House of Lords, retains, in some- 
what altered shape, the former of these provisions, and clerks to 
justices will be subject to the same disqualification in respect of 

rewery investments as justices themselves; but we are glad 
to see that the more objectionable clause—that which was 
intended to cut off clerks to Pag from being in any way 
associated with brewery or distill wanes in their private 
practice—has disappeared, and the amended Bill goes no 
than to debar them and their partners from conducting licensing 
I ng, except so far as relates to the preparation of notices 
forms. The inexpediency, under the present system of 
appointments to clerkships, of excluding all solicitors who act 
in any way for brewers is too obvious to require enforcing. 








We rruvt elsewhere an important set of draft Rules of the 
Supreme Court which have been published pursuant to the 
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Rules Publication Act, 1893. It is proposed to alter ord. 22, 
r. 17, 80 as to include 2} per cent. Metropolitan Consolidated 
Stock and 2} and 3 per cent. London County Consolidated 
Stocks among the stocks in which cash under the control of the 
court may be invested ; and provision is made for determining 
by special case under section 29 of the London Government Act, 
1899, questions arising with respect to the transfer of any 
power, duty, or liability to the council of a metropolitan 
borough, or the vesting of any property in such acouncil. It is 
also proposed to relieve Divisional Courts of a considerable part 
vf their work by withdrawing from them revenue cases and 
by abolishing their power of hearing special cases by con- 
sent of all parties. This apparently will be the effect of 
the annulment of paragraphs (d) and (h) of ord. 59, r. 1. 
In order 19 (‘‘Pleading Generally”) a new rule is to be 
introduced requiring the defence in a probate action to 
shew the substance of the case on which it is intended to 
rely; and requiring that where unsoundness of mind in the 
testator is pleaded, particulars of specific delusions shall be 
delivered fourteen days before trial. By a change in ord. 22, 
r. 1—erroneously referred to in the draft rules as ord. 12, r. 1— 
payment into court will be allowed in admiralty actions, as well 
as in actions to recover a debt or damages; and by an addition 
to ord. 45, r. 9, provision is made for the retaining by a 
judgment creditor, who has obtained a garnishee order, of his 
costs out of the money recovered under the order. 





In appition to the changes stated above, the draft rules 
propose a notable extension of the summary remedies which a 
client has against his solicitor. By rules to be added to order 52 
(“ Motions and Other Applications ’’) the client will be enabled 
to issue a summons for the delivery of a cash account, 
or the payment of money, or the delivery of securities, 
and the court may order the solicitor to deliver to 
the client a list of the moneys or securities which he 
has in his custody on the client’s behalf, or to bring the 
whole or any part into court, provision being made for the 
payment or securing of any claim to costs, or for the protection 
of any lien which the solicitor may have. Moreover, if during 
the taxation of any bill of costs or the taking of any account 
between solicitor and client it appears to the taxing-master that 
there must in any event be moneys due from the solicitor to 
the client, an interim certificate as the amount payable may be 
made, and an order for payment or for bringing the money into 
court may be obtained accordingly. It will thus be seen that 
that the draft rules propose to give as against solicitors a much 
more summary remedy in favour of clients than exists in other 
cases where property is held by one mau on behalf of another or 
where the relation of debtor and creditor exists, and clients, if 
they so choose, will be able effectually to prevent a solicitor from 
retaining securities in his hands. 





Tux Prevention of Corruption Bill, which has been introduced 
in the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor and read a first 
time, is a much more concise measure than the Bill which Lord 
ALVERSTONE took up as a legacy from Lord Russztt. The 
latter Bill in the first two clauses made criminal the corrupt 
giving or offering of any valuable consideration to an agent, 
and also the corrupt receiving or soliciting of such a considera- 
tion by an agent, and then in a succession of clauses it defined 
numerous cases in which the giving or receiving was to be 
deemed to be corrupt. The Government Bill has not so far 
been issued, but according to Lord Hatssury’s statement 
it will consist of two clauses only; the first running as follows: 
(1) If any person—(a) being an agent, corruptly and without 
the knowledge of his So accepts or obtains, or agrees to 
accept or attempts to obtain, from any person, for himself or for 
any other person, any gift or consideration as an inducement or 
reward for doing or forbearing to do any act in relation to his 
principal’s business, or for shewing or forbearing to shew favour 
or disfavour to any person in relation to his principal’s business ; 
or (5) corruptly gives or offers any such gift or consideration to 
any agent, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanour. (2) For the 
purposes of this section the expression ‘ consideration ’ includes 





a 
valuable consideration of any kind; the expression ‘agey 
includes any person employed by or acting for another; and, 
expression ‘principal’ includes an employer.” Under the 
second clause, no proceedings will be allowed to be taky 
except with the consent of the Attorney-General or Solicit. 
General. The Bill thus avoids the excessive detail g 
Lord Atverstone’s Bill, and, by abstaining from defi 
occasions on which a gift is to be deemed to be corrupt, it leave, 
it entirely to the tribunal dealing with the offence to determin 
whether this element is present. In short the Bill is aime 
solely at corrupt conduct in dealings by or with an agent as regards 
his principal’s business, and, notwithstanding its generality, th 
necessity of proving corruption should prevent it from havi 
any unintended and oppressive effect. Lord Atversronz hy 
practically withdrawn his Bill in its favour, and it seem 
that a definite attempt will be made to pass it this session. 





In THE opinions of many lawyers with wide experience of th 
criminal law, the rules as to the admissibility of dying declan. 
tions have become too rigidly defined, and the exclusion of such 
declarations on technical grounds leads not infrequently to th 
escape of the guilty and miscarriage of justice. We are fx 
from saying that there was any miscarriage of justice in th 
recent case of Rex v. Smith at the Old Bailey, as there appean 
to have been a substantial defence to the charge on its merits, 
but it supplies a very good example of the somewhat 
mischievous strictness alluded to above, It was an indict 
ment for murder by performing an unlawful operation ona 
woman, and there was no evidence upon which the defendant 
could be convicted if a declaration made by the woman upo 
her deathbed were excluded. It appears that the decease 
was informed that her life was in danger, and a magistrate 
was called in, in whose presence a statement from her wa 
taken down in writing. Before this was done she said: “I 
am aware that Iam seriously ill,” and then her statement 
was taken down in narrative form, but induced by questions 
put to her. Of course the fact that the gentleman called in 
was a magistrate made no difference at all in law, for there was 
no pretence that the statement was a deposition. Under thes 
circumstances Bruce, J., rejected the statement, closely follow. 
ing the authority of Reg. v. Mitchell (17 Cox 503). He held 
that in order that the statement could be received it wa 
necessary to shew that there was a ‘‘settled hopeless expecta- 
tion of impending death ”’—that is, of ‘‘immediate or almost 
immediate death”; and that the woman’s words did not shew 
such an expectation of immediate death. No doubt the learned 
judge was perfectly right according to the reported cases. But 
to insist upon the necessity of the deceased person being 
- aad devoid of hope is, it is submitted, going much to 
ar. 





Taz nzason for allowing this great exception to the rule 
against hearsay evidence was given by Eyre, O0.B., in Woodcock's 
case (1 Leach 500). Hesaid that dying declarations are received 
because they are made in extremity, when every hope in this world 
is gone; when every motive to falsehood is silenced, and the mind 
is induced by the most powerful considerations to speak the truth; 
a situation so solemn and so awful is considered by the law a 
creating an obligation —_ to that which is imposed by 4 
positive oath administered in a court of justice. Now surely 
person who knows that he will most probably die in a very short 
time is likely to be under just this motive to speak the truth 
and avoid falsehood. It ought to be sufficient to prove that 
the deceased when he cub the declaration realized that 
his life was in serious and immediate danger. It may 
well be doubted whether a dyimg person ever quite 
abandons all hope. Especially where a strong man is 
struck down by the knife of the assassin, there is probably 
some hope of recovery F gong as long as consciousness lasts. 
But the motive described by the Chief Baron will surely exist 
where there is a realization of the great probability of approach- 
ing death, even though there be an atom of hope left. Probably 
it would work no injustice if the declarations of dying persoms, 
who were aware of their danger, as to the cause of death ware 
— allowed to go to the jury. The jury would then have 
decide from the evidence what weight to give to the statement; 
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and in order to arrive at a decision,- would consider the state 
of mind of the deceased at the time, whether he really believed 


he was in great danger, whether he was sufficiently clear- 
headed to know the effect of his words, whether the 
statement was made owing to suggestions by others, &c. 


There can be little doubt that, as human nature is constituted, a 
man who knows that his immediate death is probable is most 


likely to speak what he believes to be true. He may tell a 
deliberate falsehood, but it is not probable. If then the judge 
is satisfied that the deceased man was aware that his life was in 
imminent danger, the declaration ought to be admitted without 
going so far as to insist that he must have lost all oe The 
weight to be given to the evidence, and the reliability of it, 
would always be open to comment, and a jury under pro 
direction might, it is submitted, be trusted not to give undue 
weight to the declaration of a dead man. 





THe pexcision of the House of Lords in Inland Revenue 
Commissioners v. Muller’s Margarine (Limited) (Times, 21st inst.), 
affirming the Court of Appeal (1900, 1 Q. B. 310), furnishes 
an exception from the narrow construction recently placed on 
the exemption in section 59 of the Stamp Act, 1891, in favour 
of property situate abroad. By that section it is provided 
that any contract, though under hand only, “for the sale 
of any equitable estate or interest in any property what- 
soever, or for the sale of any estate or interest in an 
property except” (inter alia) “property locally situate out 
of the United Kingdom” shall bo liable to ad valorem duty, 
as if it were a conveyance on sale. In construing this enact- 
ment, the courts have taken a comprehensive view of the 
meaning to be attached to ‘‘ property,” but they have been much 
less liberal in giving effect to the exception, and the result is that, 
while contracts generally which can be at all regarded as contracts 
for the sale of property are made liable to ad valorem duty, no 
contract can escape by virtue of the exception unless the property 
towhichit relates can without question be treated assituate abroad. 
In Smelting Co. of Australia v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
(45 W. R. 203; 1897, 1 Q. B. 175) an attempt was made, but 
without success, to extend the exception to a licence to use in a 
district in New South Wales a patent granted in that colony. 
Upon a reasonable view of the section it might have been 
supposed that the intention was to exempt all property which in 
fact was enjoyed outside the United Kingdom, even though 
technically it had no local situation, and therefore did not 
strictly fall within the words of the exception. Of this 
character would be the patent in question. It was held, how- 
ever, that a patent, being of too incorporeal a nature to be 
situate anywhere, could not be treated as situate out of the 
United Kingdom, and hence the duty was payable. A similar 
view prevailed in Danubian Sugar Factories vy. Inland Revenue 
Commissioners (1901, 1 Q. B. 245). A contract had been entered 
into in January, 1899, between VERnEscu, a Roumanian, and 
R. B. Fraser, under which Fraser was to form a company for 
the manufacture of sugar in Roumania, and VeRNEscu was to 
provide land in that country for the erection of a sugar factory 
tnd the growing of beetroot. In April, 1899, an agreement 
was made by which the benefit of this agreement was sold to 
the Danubian Sugar Factories (Limited), and the question arose 
whether this later agreement was liable to ad valorem stamp 
duty. The Oourt of Appeal, reversing the judgment of the 
Divisional Court, held thatit was. On the one hand, the benefit 
of a contract is “property” within the meaning of section 59, 
no limitation being in the section placed on that word; and, on 
the other, though the subject-matter of the agreement related 
to things to be done in Roumania and land to be provided there, 
yet the agreement conferred only a right im personam either to 
taforcement or to damages, and such right has no local situation. 





Ix tHE case of Muller's Margarine Co. (supra), the Inland 

ue Commissioners attempted to apply the same narrow 
onstruction of the exemption in section 59 to the case of a 
contract for the sale of the goodwill of a business in 


ny. If a patent which is only effectual abroad, and 


Y | hold that it was not situate abroad. A further 
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Goodwill is by general consent by no means easy to define, 
though the difficulty is diminished when it is regarded solely 
as incident to the possession of particular business premises. 
Goodwill, said Lord Expon in Crutwell v. Lye (17 Ves. 335) is 
“nothing more than the probability that the old customers 
will resort to the old place.” But the term is not necessaril 
so restricted, and there may be a personal goodwi 
depending on ‘‘the recommendation of the vendor to his 
connections, and his ing to abstain from all competition 
with the vendee”: Potter v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (10 
Ex. 147). In such a case it would apparently still be possible 
to assign to the goodwill a locality if the business or profession 
was carried on within a restricted area, though it might be 
otherwise with a business which had customers in different 
countries. The distinction was suggested in the judgment 
of Lord MaonacurTen in the present case, and it may furnish 
the basis of argument on future occasions. But the nature of 
the business sold to Muller’s Margarine Co. was such as to lead 
inevitably to the conclusion that the goodwill was situate 
abroad. The business was purely German, with no customers 
in this country, and was carried on upon business premises in 
Germany which were also included in the sale. The goodwill 
was thus intimately connected with the premises, and it would 
have been contrary to the rational construction of section 59 to 
int decided by 
the House of Lords was that a contract of sale is ‘“‘made in 
England ” within the meaning of the section, so as, in a suitable 
case, to incur ad valorem duty, although the vendor is a foreign 
subject and executed it abroad, provided the purchaser executes 
it here. An attempt was made to avoid this result on the ground 
that the duty is expressed to be levied on conveyances “‘ on sale,” 
and that therefore the execution by the vendor was the test of 
locality. But the fact that the contract is made by the vendor 
abroad does not—so it was held—prevent it from being also, by 
virtue of the purchaser’s execution, made here for the purposes 
of the Stamp Act. 





Wuezz 4 police officer has the custody of goods coming into 
his possession in the course of his duties, and is doubtful to 
whom he should hand them over, he is provided with protection 
against civil liability by section 1 of the Police (Property) 
Act, 1897. That Act provides that, when property hes come 
into the possession of the police in connection with any criminal 
charge, either a police officer or any person who claims a right 
to the property may apply to a court of summary jurisdiction 
for an order for the delivery up of the property to the person 
entitled. This order protects the police, but does not prevent 
any other person, who thinks he is aggrieved by the order, from 
taking proceedings for the recovery of the property from the 
person to whom it is delivered, provided such proceedings are 
taken within six months from the order. Where, however, the 
police refuse to take advantage of the Act, and dispose of 
—— according to their own opinions as to ownership, they 
must take the risk of being mulcted in damages in an action if 
those opinions are wrong. This was the effect of the judgment 
of a Divisional Court in the recent case of Winter v. Bancks and 
Lings, which was an appeal by the defendants from the judg- 
ment of a county court. The facts were simple: A. was arrested 
for stealing a gig, and was tried for larceny and acquitted, 
After the trial, fhe laintiff, who had been the prosecutor, 
demanded that the defendants (police officers) should hand 
him over his gig. A. made a similar demand, and the 
defendants, a his claim, complied with it. Thereupon 
the plaintiff sued the police for conversion of the gig, and 
judgment against them for mt was given in the county 
court, which was upheld on appeal. Now it is perfectly clear 
that in a trial for larceny the ownership of the thing alleged to 
have been stolen is very seldom in issue. The fact, therefore, 
that A. was acquitted of eee Oe won gig did not in an 
way establish that A. was the rightful owner of the gig. It 
merely proved that when A. was arrested with the gig in his 
possession his of it was innocent. The polis, how- 
ever, seem to have thought that they ought to put the acquitted 





if a right which is solely concerned with foreign land, 
is not allowed to have a local situation out of this 


person back into the same position as he was when arrested. 














They have now found out their mistake. It does not appear 
‘ clearly from the reports on what grounds A. was acquitted, 
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but probably it was on the ground.that he had innocently 

uired the stolen property from the real thief. If so, the 
words of Lord Curtmsrorp in the leading case of Hollins v. 
Fowler (L. R.7 H. L. 757) exactly fit the case of the police. 
He said: “Any person who, however innocently, obtains 

ssession of the goods of a person who has been fraudulently 
Sipeived of them, and disposes of them, whether for his own 
benefit or that of any other person, is guilty of a conversion.” 
This is the common law, and its general application 
has never been open to serious doubt. It is very strange, 
therefore, to find police taking upon themselves to decide 
questions of ownership at their own risk; especially when an 
Act has been lately passed giving them complete protection if 
they only are willing to take advantage of its very simple 
provisions. No doubt this case will be carefully noted by the 
police throughout the country, and it will probably be a long 
time before such a mistake is made again. 





Actions sy building owners against architects raise questions 
of interest to the large class of persons who are engaged in 
building houses. Paget v. Dollar, tried before Wxicut, J., 
last week, involved a question of liability for the observance of 
the provisions of the London Building Act. The plaintiff had 
employed the defendant as architect to prepare plans for certain 
flats to be erected in one of the London suburbs. The plans 
were prepared by the defendant, and a tender was accepted for 
the construction of the necessary buildings. Some discussion 
then took place as to the remuneration which was to be received 
by the defendant, and it was finally agreed that, in considera- 
tion of a sum of money paid by the plaintiff to the defendant, 
he should hand over the plans to the plaintiff and withdraw 
from the work. By the London Building Act, 1894, s. 22, 
no building or structure shall, without the consent in 
writing of the council, be erected beyond the general 
line of buildings in any street, place, or row of houses in 
which the same is situate, in case the distance of such line 
of buildings from the highway does not exceed fifty feet. The 
case put forward by the plaintiff was, that in the plans which 
he received from the defendant the building line was formed so 
as to be in advance of the general line of buildings in the 
street, and that the consent in writing of the London County 
Council had not been obtained for this departure from the pro- 
visions of section 22. The result was that the plaintiff had to incur 
the expense of new plans before he could obtain this consent 
from the council. It may fairly be assumed that, in the case of 
an enactment so well known as the London Building Act, it 
would under ordinary circumstances be the duty of the architect 
to take care that any building designed by him should not pro- 
Ject beyond the general line of buildings. If the building 
Owner is anxious to obtain some relaxation of the rule 
restricting the limit of his building, it would then be 
the duty of the architect to take the proper steps 
for obtaining the necessary dispensation from the council. 
If the architect is guilty of a breach of duty in this 
respect, and allows the house to be built in disregard of the 
existing law, his employer may be called upon to pull down 
part of the structure, and may be involved in considerable 
pecuniary loss. But this liability of the architect must, of 
course, be affected by any interruption in his employment. In 
the case before Wuicut, J., the defendant’s case was that it was 
not always necessary fo anticipate any objection on the part of 
the council, and that he had been guilty of no omission when 
he handed over the plans, inasmuch as the district surveyor had 
spproved of them, and that the time for applying for the consent 
of the council ought to be left to the discretion of the architect. 
Several architects were called in support of this view, and in the 
result the learned judge gave judgment for the defendant. 





Ir 1s wor often that a material decision of the House of Lords 
qecapes the notice of judge and counsel engaged in a case, 


main question at issue in the case was as to whether the tenant 
of premises used as a market garden was entitled, on the 
expiration of his tenancy, to remove certain glasshouces erected 
by him upon hisholding. The learned judge decided in favour 
of the tenant upon various grounds—upon the construction of the 
lease, and upon the question whether the houses were trade 
fixtures which the tenant was entitled to remove. A further 
ground relied upon by the learned judge was that a right to obtain 
compensation for the houses was conferred upon the tenant by 
the Market Gardeners’ Compensation Act, 1895, although the 
houses were erected before that Act came into operation. There 
can be no doubt that some retrospective effect is given t> the 
Act by its fourth section, which deals with contracts of tenancy 
current at the commencement of the Act: the question was 
whether by, virtue of that section, the Act applies in the case of 
current tenancies to improvements executed before the Act 
came into operation, or only to improvements executed 
after that date, obviously a matter of great importance to the 
class which the Act was intended to benefit. Cozzns-Harpy, J, 
referred on this point to the decision of the Court of Session in 
Callender v. Smith (2 Ct. of Sess. Cas., 5th series, p. 1140), where 
it was held, upon the identical words of the Market Gardeners 
(Scotland) Act, 1897, that improvements executed before the 
commencement of the Act were outside the retrospective section, 
The learned judge differed from this decision, remarking 
that it was not binding upon him, and that section 4 of 
the English Act had not come under the consideration 
of the courts in this country; and he held that that 
section gave a right to compensation for the houses 
in question in the present case. His attention was evidently 
not called to the fact that Callender v. Smith had come 
before the House of Lords some ten days before he gave 
his judgment in Mears v. Callender, and that the judgment 
of the Court of Session had been affirmed. The portion 
of the judgmeat in Mears v. Callender which deals with 
the Market Gardeners Act cannot, therefore, be regarded as an 
authority, but fortunately the decision can be supported upon 
the other grounds taken by the learned judge. Callender v. Smith 
(in the House of Lords) has since been noted in W. N. 1901, 


p. 102. 





AN INTERESTING poiot came before Lawrance, J., last weekin 
Hertfordshire County Council y. Barnet Rural District Couneil, 
The operation of section 25 of the Local Government Act, 1894, 
appears to have been postponed in Hertfordshire for a con- 
siderable period, with the result that it was not until the Ist of 
April, 1899, that the rural district councils in that county 
became the successors to the-former highway authorities, 
Before that date the highway surveyor of a parish in the Barnet 
Rural District, in his capacity of highway authority, had 
entered into an agreement with the county council as to the 
reconstruction of a bridge in that parish. The agreement 
purported to be made under the Highways and Bridges Aet, 
1891, which expressly authorizes agreements for such & 
purpose to be made between county councils and highway 
authorities; and the latter term is defined so as to include 
parish surveyors, who were then the only highway authorities 
in the greater number of rural parishes in Englaud. The 
agreement provided for the payment by the surveyor or 
his successors of a proportionate part of the cost of the 
work, such payments to be made by instalments, of 
which one fell due after the district council had 
become the highway authority. This body disputed their 
liability to pay the sum, on the ground that a parish 
surveyor during his year of office had na power to impose any 
liability on his successor or to bind the rates of the parish for 
any future year. It is true that the Highway Act, 1445, under 
which these surveyors were appointed, confers no power on them 
to enter into engagements of this character; and Frodingham 
Lron, &¢., Co. v. Bowser (1894, 2 Q. B. 791) lends some colour # 
the suggestion that a surveyor could not bind the next holder # 
his office. But the claim which failed in that case was that the 
surveyor of one year should pay a debt incurred by his predecessor 
which onght to have been paid by that predecessor out of p stil 





but this appears to have occurred in the case of Mears v. 
Callender, decided by Cozuns-Hanpy, J., last week. The 


moneys actually received by him : it is no authority for the gen 
| Proposition put forwardin thepresent case. The validity and effed 
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of the present agreement depended upon the Act of 1891, an 
enabling Act, which when dealing with agreements for the con- 
struction of bridges must be taken to have contemplated expenses 
being incurred by highway authorities (including parish sur- 
yeyors) which could not be defrayed out of the rates levied in the 
current year. The decision of the learned judge in favour of 
the claim of the county council seems to be in accordance with 

law and sound sense, but no doubt the case will be carried 


further. 





Ir att chairmen of quarter sessions had the same want of 
eonfidence in their own judgment which the chairman and 
deputy-chairman of a certain county seem to have, the work of 
the Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved would 
occupy the time of five of the King’s Bench judges throughout 
the legal year. Weare constantly hearing complaints of the 
waste of judicial time, but seldom is a better example of such 
waste seen than when on last Saturday the Lord Chief Justice 
and four other judges devoted the morning to the considera- 
tion of two of the most trumpery cases which have ever 
been brought before the court. In neither case was counsel for 
the prosecution called upon, and in neither case was it possible 
for the prisoner’s counsel to find one plausible argument against 
the correctness of the verdict. In fact the cases are abso- 
lutely valueless as deciding any point of law whatever. The 
questions raised were merely questions of fact, and were 
conclusively answered at the trials by tbe respective juries. 
It is obvious, therefore, that the chairman, who stated one 
case, and the deputy-chairman, who stated the other, was 
each perfectly right in his ruling at the trial, for on 
such ruling the conviction was obtained. Where they went 
wrong was in consenting to state these cases at all. A 
judge or chairman of quarter sessions can never be compelled 
w reserve a case. It is absolutely in his discretion to do so or 
not. When he does reserve a case, however, we are justified 
in expecting to find some substantial question for the Court of 
Criminal Appeal to answer. A judge must have a certain 
amount of confidence in his own opinion ; at least he must have 
enough confidence to deal with the ordinary difficulties raised 
bya prisoner’s counsel without the help of five High Court 
judges. When a really substantial question is put to the 
court, no one can say that time is being wasted. It is the 
highest and most important duty of the judges to safeguard 
the liberties of the people, and to see that no conviction stands 
which is not in accordance with the law. And as the decisions 
of this court are final, and each decision forms a precedent and 
probably governs the fate of many accused persons, no time 
spent in clearing up real difficulties is anything but well spent. 
It is lamentable, however, when the time of five judges is taken 
up by such trivial questions as were before the court last week, 
and it is to be hoped that chairmen will use their discretion in 
the future with rather more discrimination. 





Dirricunrrzs OFTEN arise in actions for negligence in deciding 
who is the proper person to be made defendant, and the applica- 
hon of the Maxim respondeat superior is not always clear. But a 
case which has just been decided by the First Chamber of the 
Tribunal of the Seine, in France, would not have given much 
trouble to English practitioners. It was an action for negligent! 

ving @ motor car at a race which took place on the ro 
between Paris and Rouen. The sole ground for making M. 
Tattzyrawp Prricorp a defendant in the action was that he 

offered a cup as a prize to the successful competitor in the 
race. The court, after due consideration, dismissed the action, 
and allowed it to continue against the champion who was in 
charge of the vehicle. 








A judge in a padded room is, says the Globe, the sort of sight that would 
make « criminal’s heart rejoice. A distinguished occupant of the bench 
has just had such a place fitted up for himeelf, to restrain, however, not 

own violence, but that of his golf-ball, for there he practises dr q 
finds that the ball falls dead. The question that is much asked 


THE DOCTRINE OF RATIFICATION. 


In tHE case of Keighley, Mazsted, § Co.v. Durant (Times, 21st 
inst.) the House of Lords have unanimously reversed the decision 
of the Court of Appeal (Durant v. Roberts, 48 W. R. 476; 1900, 
1 Q. B. 629), and have restored the judgment of Day, J. It is 
therefore finally settled that a contract made by a man who 
intends to make it on behalf of a principal, but without that 
principal’s previous authority, cannot be ratified by the 
principal unless in making the contract the agent professed to 
act as such. In other words, if A., who has no authority from 
B. to contract on his behalf, enters into a contract ostensibly for 
himself, but with the intention of contracting for B. and 
of obtaining his subsequent assent, such subsequent assent, if 
given by B., does not operate as a ratification so as to 
give B. the benefits and expose him to the liabilities of 
the contract. That this has been usually assumed to be 
the law is evident from expressions which occur in numerous 
cases. In Vere v. Ashby (10 B. & C., p. 298), for instance, 
-Parxe, J., said: ‘‘The rule as to ratification applies only to 
the acts of.one who professes to act as the agent of one who 
afterwards ratified.” And ia the present case A. L. Surrn, 
M R. (then LJ.), regarded these and similar statements as con: 
clusive on the point in question. The majority of the Court of 
Appeal (Cottins and Romer, L.JJ.), however, treated them as 
mere dicta, and upon the general principles of agency they held 
that, provided the agent intended at the time to act on behalf of 
another, his acts were capable of subsequent ratification whether 
he had entered into the contract avowedly as an agent or not. 
The line of argument adopted by Cottins and Romer, L.JJ., 
started from the recognized rule as to the possibility of an agent 
contracting in his own name on behalf of an undisclosed principal. 
An agent who is duly authorized to make a contract may do 
so either in his own name or ostensibly as agent, and in the 
latter case he may either name his principal in the contract or 
may leave him unnamed, describing him generally, as where 
goods are sold ‘‘on behalf of the owner.” Where a contract is 
made by an agent on behalf of a named principal no difficulty 
arises. The contract is the contract of the principal, who enjoys 
its benefits and incurs its liabilities, and the agent is under no 
liability in respect of it. Where a contract is made by an t 
on behalf of an unnamed principal the result is in gen the 
same. The principal, upon being ascertained, is liable upon the 
contract, and the agent, haviog avowed himself as such in the 
written contract, is not liable. Under such circumstances, how- 
ever, evidence is admissible of a trade custom that if the principal 
is not disclosed at the time of making the contract the agent— 
usually a broker—is in fact regarded as principal and is held 
liable. The effect of such a custom is not to vary the written 
contract by discharging the principal, but to give to the other 
contracting party the additional security of the liability of the 
agent: Pike v. Ongley (18 Q. B. D. 708). Where, on the other 
hand, an agent makes a written contract in his own name, 
he renders himself liable upon it, and while the sabsequent 
disclosure of his principal will introduce the latter as an alterna- 
tive party, such disclosure does not discharge the gs 
The effect is the same where the principal is discl at 
the time of the' contract, provided this is verbal only, the 
writing still purporting to treat the contract as that of the agent : 
Calder v. Dobell (L. R. 6 C. P. 486). The foregoing remarks do 
not of course apply to contracts under seal, the liabilities under 
which depend entirely on the form of the deed. 
There is thus no necessity, when a contract is made by an 
agent, that the fact of his agency should be disclosed to the 
other party. Assuming that he is at the time acting under the 
authority of a principal, then the principal may at any time be 
made liable upon the contract, subject only to ‘‘ this qualification, 
that the state of the account between the principal and the agent 
is not altered to the prejudice of the principal” : ¥. 
Davenport (9 B. & OC. 78); see Armstrong v. Stokes (L. R. 7 Q. B. 
598, 603, 608). How then is this result affected by the 
circumstance that the agent has not at the time obtained the 
authority of the principal, but enters into the contract in the 
expectation that he will obtain a subsequent ratification of his 
act? It is admitted that such subsequent ratification is 





circles at the moment is, If he misses his ball, what sentence does he 
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expressly made by the agenton behalfof theprincipal. Themaxim 
Omnis ratihabitio retrotrahitur et mandato priort equiparatur then 
applies, and the effect is the same as if the authority had existed at 
the time of the contract. In the view of Cottins and Romer, L.JJ., 
it was not reasonableto make the application of the maxim depend 
on the question whether or no the agency was avowed at the time of 
the contract, Neither as between the principal and the would-be 
agent, as Cortins, L.J., pointed out, nor as between them and 
the other contracting party, is the avowal of agency of any 
importance as regards the doctrine of ratification. ‘‘ Ratifica- 
tion,” he said, “is equivalent to a prior command, and as 
between the would-be agent and the person ratifying, it can 
make no possible difference whether the former has avowed his 
intention or not.” Intention on the part of the agent to 
contract for the principal there must be, or else the case would 
be one, not of ratification, but of adoption of the contract, which 
is not legally possible. And as regards the other contracting 
party, when the doctrine of the possible introduction into the con- 
tract of an undisclosed principal has been once admitted, itseemsto 
be a matter of no importance whether the relation of principal and 
agent is constituted by prior mandate or by ratification. The other 
contracting party, said the learned Lord Justice, ‘‘ must be taken 
to know that he may have to deal with some other person on 
whose behalf the contract is made. He cannot complain, there- 
fore, of non-disclosure. He loses nothing, and gains an option 
of suing either the party named in his contract or the principal 
behind him.” 

In short, there are two quite separate principles which govern 
this question of agency. One is that subsequent ratification is 
equivalent to a previous command; the other that a contract 
made by an agent, though in his own name, becomes the contract 
of the principal upon the subsequent disclosure of the latter. 
Each principle is of general application, and, where the 
circumstances of a case call for the operation of both, there is 
no reason why either should weaken the effect of the other. 
To say that, as a condition of ratification being effectual, 
the agency must have been avowed at the time of the contract 
is to introduce an anomaly in the doctrine of the undisclosed 

rincipal. Asa matter of mere reasoning the conclusion seems 
inevitable that, where A., intending to contract for B., but 
having no authority, enters into a contract in his own name with 
C., and subsequently B. ratifies and is disclosed as principal, 
then B. should be in the same position as any other principal 
who is at first undisclosed ; he should be entitled to enforce the 
contract and should be liable on it, subject to any alteration that 
may have taken place in the position of the parties prior to 
disclosure. 

But whatever may be thought of the argument in the abstract, 
it has been held by the House of Lords to be inadmissible in 
the face of the numerous dicta that for ratifieation to validate 
@ contract as regards the person ratifying, the contract must 
have been originally made expressly on his behalf. Appar- 
ently the strongest case to this effect is Watson v. Swann 
(11 C. B. N. 8. 756), where a broker who had taken out 
in his own name a general policy on goods to be carried 
between certain ports, subsequently appropriated it in part to 
the protection of goods of a particular customer. A loss was 
incurred, but it was held that the customer could not sue upon 
the policy, the question being left open whether the broker 
might have a right to sue on the policy as trustee for the parties 
for whose benefit he had appropriated it : of. Lbbsworth v. Alliance 
Marine Insurance Co, (L. R.8 O. P. 596). “It is clear law,” 
said Ertz, O.J., “that no one can sue on a contract but the 
person who made it, or the person who ratified what purported 
to be a contract made by his agent.” But though this dictum 
is apparently conclusive on the point in question, it would seem, 
but for the intimation to the contrary in Lord Davey’s judgment 
in the present case, to have gone beyond the circumstances 
in Watson v. Swann. It has been shewn that for ratification 
to take effect there must at any rate be an intention 
on the part of the would-be agent to contract on behalf of the 
ce ea and this element was wanting. The policy was doubt- 

ess taken out by the broker with a view to its use for customers, 
but he had no intention at the time to appropriate it in any 
particular manner, and by Oox.iws, L.J., this was treated as 
ponclusive that the case did not govern the present point. 








es 


According to the judgment of Lord Davzy, however, the 
passage just quoted, and similar propositions in other cases, are 
not to be brushed aside as mere dicta, and the effect of the 
judgments delivered in the House of Lords is that the question 
had been already settled, and that it was not open to the free 
treatment accorded to it by the majority in the Court of 
—. 

t may be that this conclusion gives the safest working rule, 
A long series of dicta all in the same sense may properly be 
treated as settling the law, even though they cover a point 
which was not exactly raised in any case in which they occurred, 
But the result does not detract from the cogency of the judg- 
ments of Cortins and Romer, L.JJ., considered simlpy as 
logical deductions from accepted principles. Logical consistency, 
however, seem to have been somewhat slightingly dealt with by 
the Lord Chancellor. If, he said, with reference to the objection 
that the present decision constitutes an anomaly in the law of 
the undisclosed principal, “it was sought to make our laws 
harmonious by deciding that any proposition which our laws 
establish involves, as a necessary consequence, the establishment 
of everything that is analogous to it, the result would be very 
perplexing indeed.” This may perhaps be taken as a warningto 
the judicial mind to abstain in future from any needless incursion 
into the realm of pure reason. 








» THE LATE MR. H. S. RYLAND. 


THE subordinate judicial officers of the court do their work hidden 
entirely from the public, and hidden, too, ina great measure, from 
that large part of the profession which hes not the personal conduct 
of litigation; and, as a rule, they go to their graves leaving the 
record of their service written only ia the memory of their colleagues 
and of the men who practised before them. But many of these 
subordinate officers do work not less useful and lasting than that of 
their official superiors who labour in the full gaze of the public, and 
when one of them so eminent as the late Mr. RYLAND goes to his 
rest, it is well that some record of what he did, and how he struck 
his contemporaries, should be made. 

It was generally reported that, many years before Mr. RYLAND 
was appointed a taxing-master, he had refused a chief clerkship, and 
at the time of his appointment he was undoubtedly the head and chief 
of the solicitors then practising in Chancery. He was widely known in 
that character, and particularly as a man who was always at the 
service of his professional brethren. Anyone who applied to him 
with a knotty point of practice to unravel found him the readiest 
and wisest of counsellors. He was well advanced in years when 
he took his seat in the Taxing Office, but the work presented no 
difficulties to him, and before long he was generally recognized 
by the profession as the strongest man in the office. As years weat 
on his reputation increased, and at the time of his death he was 
regarded as an oracle on all questions relating to costs., His old 
accessibility in no way diminished. He was always ready to 
act as a mediator, and numberless were the cases in which 
his good offices rendered a reference to the Taxing Office 
unnecessary. If there was a dispute on a question of costs 
between two opposing solicitors, or between a solicitor and his 
London agent, Mr. RYLAND was always ready to hear the parties 
and give them his opinion on the points in difference, and, in nine 
cases out of ten, not only did his opinion conclude the matter, 
but the tact and good feeling with which he expressed it went 
far to remove all sting from the mind of the unsuccessful party. He 
was pre-eminently a peacemaker, and, though the taxation of the 
costs of a long and embittered litigation is a proceeding apt to raise 
angry passions, many a man who ino the course of such a litigation 
had quarrelled with bis opponent left Mr, RYLAND’s room after the 
taxation with the old kindly feeling revived, because the master, 
whom they both honoured and trusted, had gone out of his way to 
make it clear to each of them that the other had, throughout, done 
no more than his duty to his client, and that any feeling of resentment 
would be foolish and unsportsmanlike. 

Everybody recognized that there was something about Mr. RYLAND 
quite different from his colleagues. He was, in fact, an original in 
many respects. There was something peculiarly racy and uncon- 
ventional in all that he said, and his aspect was anything but common- 
eee. Tne long, lean figure, bowed at the shoulders, the smooth, 

k face, the jet-black hair, slightly grizzled, falling in a myried of 
tiny ringlets, — a type far removed from that of the average 
Englishman, and the unstarched shirt-collar and its knotted wisp of 


timp, black silk were as unlike the collar and necktie of conventional 
lo-Saxon humanity as it is possible to conceive. ; 
industry was untiring. No sooner was « bill carried into hit 
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office than he read it through, taxing it as he went, and, in a case 
of any magnitude it was his custom to make au elaborate note 
setting forth his opinion of the bill and giving particulars of the 
nature of the proceedings, the amount of the costs, and the value of 
the property to which they related. When the parties attended 
before him, there was the bill, taxed as only such an expert 
as he, fully acquainted with all that had been done, could 
have taxed it, and in most cases little or nothing remained to be 
ssid. Of late years he was often racked with pain as he sat at his 
work, but those who sat on the other side of the table knew 
nothing of this. Whether at ease, or in torment, he was to all 
who came before him a model of patience and courtesy. It is true 
that a man who was guilty of a breach of good manners, or an 
attempt to waste time in profitless hte soon found that the 
master had a sharp tongue and knew how to use it in defence 
of bis office, but no matter how much the offender’s pertinacity 
or ill-breeding had provoked the rebuke which the master had 
administered, his kind heart always led him to endeavour, before 
the culprit left his presence, to smooth his ruffled plumes and 
set him up again in his own self-esteem by a few ial words of 

e was always ready to put the best Pew e@ construction 
upon @ man’s acts, and he treated with true judicial contempt mere 
general allegations of misconduct unsupported by proof. But if he 
were satisfied that a bill of costs convicted its author of oppression, 
extortion, or other misconduct, the taxation of that bill was an 
ordeal which the guilty party never forgot. 

Anyone possessing the slightest practical knowledge of Chancery 
costs knows that the general belief that a taxing - master’s 
duty consists in merely skimming through bills and consider- 
ing, a8 he skims, which of the six and eightpences shall be dis- 
allowed, is absurdly wide of the truth, and that the questions 
of Jaw and fact which arise on the taxation of the costs of litigation, 
and, more icularly, the charges and expenses of administration, 
are difficult and complicated; but few men, even among the 
instructed in these matters, are inclined to regard the office of a 
taxing-master as one of engrossing interest. Mr. RYLAND, however, 
found the work perennially fresh and absorbing, and morning, noon, 
and night he laboured at it with unflagging interest. It brought 
his imagination into play, for, no matter how long and intricate 
a litigation or an administration might have been, the bill of costs 
called up before his eyes every step in the proceedings as 
plainly as if he had watched them from the beginning, and he could 
tell with unfailing accuracy whether they had been conducted 
skilfully or unskilfully, wastefully or frugally. The solicitors and 
managing clerks who attended before him knew that he 
this gift. They knew, moreover, that all the ins and outs of court 
and chamber were as familiar to him as they were to them, that 
his experience as a Chancery practitioner had been enormous; 
that be had pulled the labouring oar himself, and that he 
loved good work and hated bad. In his ability to form from 
a bill of costs a clear and accurate mental picture of the 
course of the proceedings, he resembled his ancient colleague, the 
late Mr. RicHaRD BLoxaM, to whom, apart altogether from his 
great qualities as a taxing-master, the public owe much as the 
originator of that Rule of the Supreme Court which has done more to 
make Chancery proceedings useful and economicsl than any other of 
the Chancery reforms of the last half century—rule 3 of order 55. 


Mr. RYLAND’s reputation for vast knowledge and an inflexible love | ( 


of justice gave him an enormous moral influence. It is no exaggera- 
tion to say that for many years before his death he was regarded by 
the great body of those who practised before him with feelings of 
personal affection and an admiration approaching reverence, and that 
ruling by‘him on a point of law or practice carried conviction by 
the mere weight of his personality, unsupported by any explanation 
or reference to authority. 








REVIEWS. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


Taz Law or Lanpiorp AND TzNANT. By SIDNEY WRIGHT, M.A., 
Barnster-at-Law. Frank P. Wilson, Estutes Gazette Office; Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 

This work is intended to be of a more popular nature than the 
existing text-books on the law of Landlord and Tenant. It does not 
accordingly give the host of references with which such books are 
necessarily incumbered, though it mentions the more important 
authorities, and also gives references to statute law. Thus the case 
of Walsh v. Lonsdale (21 Ch. D. 9), which has so materially altered 
the position of a tenant who holds under an agreement merely, 
is explained at length, and the non-professional reader is placed 

& position to appreciate its effect. The object of the work, 

» is to put a clear statement of the law before land 


and estate agents, surveyors, auctioneers, and others, to whom 
the usual technical details 


would be useless, while at the 





same time the author h that it may not be unacceptable to 
la In this object Mr. Wright seems to have been successful. 
Such a matter, for instance, as the tenant’s liability for rates and 
taxes under the various forms of covenant in use is concisely but 
clearly put, and in general it will be found that correet explanation 
of the law has been combined with lucidity and freedom from needless 
detail. Nor has the work suffered in fulness. The text embraces 
the whole subject of the relation of landlord and tenant, and as a 

ical guide to the questions which usually arise—where plain 
statement rather than legal authority is required—it can be safely 
recommended. 





THE BURIAL ACT, 1900. 


THE Buriat Act, 1900. Wrrn Norges anp INDEX. 
Brooke Litrie, B.A,, Barrister-at-Law. 
Butterworth & Co. 


This little book forms a supplement to the author’s important work 
on the law of burials. The Act of 1900 effects several important 
alterations in the law, particularly as to the consecration of burial 
grounds, the building of chapels, and the making and approval of 
tables of fees in respect of services rendered in relation to burials by 
ecclesiastical persons. The book under review sets out the text of 
the Act, with notes and explanations which are carefully written and 
should prove of considerable value in the int ion of the Act. 
Toe author has included certain other Acts relating to the subject, and 
also the directions to burial authorities issued from the Home Office 
at the beginning of the present year. 


By JAMES 
Shaw & Sons; 





THE HOUSING OF THE WORKING CLASSES ACTS. 


Tue Hovstnc or THE Workmnc C1assEs AcTs, 1890-1900. 
ANNOTATED AND EXPLAINED, TOGETHER WITH THE STATUTORY 
ForMSs AND INsTRUCTIONS. By CHARLES F, ALLAN, M.A., LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law. AsSISTED AS TO THE PRACTICE by Francis J. 
ALLAN, M.D., D.P.H., Medical Officer of Health to the City of 
oe SEconD EpiTion. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & 

8. 


The subject with which this book deals was brought into some 
rominence at the recent election of the London County Council. 
t is often suggested that the powers of local authorities to deal with 

the evils of overcrowding and insani conditions are insufficient ; 
a perusal of this work will go far to dispel that theory. The powers 
conferred by the Act of 1890, as amended by several later statutes, 
are of an extensive character, and their great importance justifies 
their treatment in a separate text-book such as the present. The Acts 
are carefully and fully annotated, and the work ought to prove of great 
service to the officers of local authorities in London and other large 
towns. The book bears evidence to the value of the conjunction in 
authorship of the lawyer and the practical administrator. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Ruling Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by RosBErt 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law ; assisted by other Members of 
the Bar, with American Notes by LEonarD A, Jonzs, A.B., LL.B. 
Harv.), Judge of the Court of Land istration of Massachusetts. 
Vol, XXIII: Relief (of the Able-bodied)—Sea. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). Price 25s. net. 


Brooke’s Treatise on the Office and Practice of a Notary of 
England, with a full Collection of Precedents. Sixth Edition 
By JAMES ORANSTOUN, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). Price 25s. 

The Rules and em of the Stock Exchange: containing the 
Text of the Rules and an Explanation of the General Course of 
Business, with Practical Notes and Comments and a Fall E ition 
of all Decided Law Cases Affecting the Stock Exchange. By G. 
HERBERT STUTFIELD, B.A. (Oxon.), Barrieter-at-Law. Third 
Edition. By the AuTHoR and Henry STRoTHER CAUTLEY, B.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson & Co. 


The Law Magazine and Review. May, 1901. 
Law Journal Offices. Price 5s. 


The Agricultural Holdings Act, 1900. By 8. B. L. Drvcs, 
Barrister-at-Law. Second and Enlarged Edition. John Murray. 


The History of the Legislation concerning Real and Personal 
Property in England during the Reign of Queen Victoria. By 
J. E. R. pE Virtrgrs, LL.M. Being the Yorke Prize Essay for the 
year 1900. C. J, Cley & Sons. 


Pablished at the 








Tt was stated on Thursday evening that Mr. Reginald Brown, K.C., 
has been appointed county court judge of Circuit No. 9, in succession to 


Judge Yate-Lee, 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
“MR.” AS PART OF ENDORSEMENT OF CHEQUE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Can any of your readers explain why a cheque drawn in 
favour of Mr. J. W. White is wrongly endorsed if the title ‘‘Mr.” 
forms part of the endorsement ? ] 

We have endeavoured to ascertain the reason for this rule from the 
Bankers’ Institute, and our letter has been officially acknowledged, 
but they appear unable to give any reason. 

The practice of bankers seems to be to treat an endorsement 
commencing ‘‘ Mr.” as irregular, but one ending ‘‘ Esq.” as regular 
(Collins’ Law and Practice of Bankers, p. 148), but by what authority 
we do not know. ‘ 

Actual loss might occur if, between the first and second presentation, 
the account or the bank on which the cheque were drawn became 
overdrawn or insolvent, and in any case considerable inconvenience 
may and inde-d does arise from the rule in some cases. We enclose 
@ copy of the circular issued by foreign bankers on the subject, trom 
which you will see that English law is blamed for what is evidently 
regarded abroad as anom~ly. Is the Jaw in fact to blame or the 
arbitrary practice of bankers? A copy of a much-endorsed cheque 
returned for this reason and our letter to the Bankers’ Institute sre 
herewith. Youne & Sons. 

29, Mark-Jane, May 18. 

The following is the letter to the Bankers’ Institute referred to 
by our correspondents : 

London, E.C., 29, Mark-lane, lst April, 1901. 
The Secretary Bankers’ Institute. 

Dear Sir,— We enclose copy of a cheque drawn on our Bauk of England 
account in tavour of ‘‘ Mr. J. W. White or Order,’’ on the 9th of March. 
It was enaorsea by the payee ‘‘ Mr. J. W. White,’’ and presented through 
German bankers for payment. Ultimately the cheque was returned to 
the payee, apparently about the 27th ult., marked ‘‘ endorsement 
irregular.” ‘The cheque also bears some dozen other superscriptions. 
Accompanying the returned cheque was a printed memorandum (a copy 
of which we enclose), the gist of which is that according to English law 
an endorsement is invalid i¢ the title (as in this case) ‘* Mr.’’ forms part 
thereof, notwithstanding that the cheque be drawn in favour of *‘ Mr.’’ 

Can you tell us the reason of the regulation? It is apparently a 
frequent caure of difficulty with cheques sent sent abroad, as shewn by the 

bankers keeping a printed notice as to it. Apparently, too, the 
German bankers have no similar regulation. It might be thought that 
it would often actually tend to ensure endorsement by the right payee, 
especially in the case of ladies, 

Bankers have not the reputation for creating needless difficulties in 
business matters, and it does seem t> us that this is one of such, and one 
that can easily be removed. 

The matter is one of public interest. We would therefore ask for your 
authority to publish this letter and your reply.—Yours faithfully, 

Youne & Sons. 





RIGHT OF LESSEES TO SUBSOIL OF ADJOINING ROAD, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Referring to the letter of your correspondent W. A. J., and 
to your note thereon in your issue of the 18th of May, is it clear that 
where the premises described in a lease are described as bounded by 
@ street or road, or shewn by a plan as so bounded, no interest in the 
subsoil of the street or road would pass to the lessee ? 

It would seem from the case of Micklethwait v. Newlay Bridge Co. 
o Ch. D. 133) that, even where the premises are described as bounded 

@ river, and are delineated on a plan as so bounded, and even the 
dimensions of the property are given as so many square yards, yet 
nevertheless half of the bed of the river is held to be incluced in the 
conveyance, although the result was to increase the property as 
described in the parcels by almost half as much again. 

Upon the authority of this case it would seem that, unless a lessor 
reserves the right to the soil, such right would pass to his lessee. 

Myer 8. NATHAN. 

27, Walbrook, London, E.C., May 18 

[Both Micklethwait v. Newlay Bridge Oo., referred to by our 
correspondent, and Re White's Charities (1898, 1 Ch. 694), were cases 
of conveyances, not of leases; but there is a passage in the judgment 
of Nortn, J.. in Haynes v. King (1893, 3 Ch., at p. 448), to which our 
attention has been directed by a learned friend, which seems to shew 
that the rule is the same in the case of a lease.—Eb. S.J.] 





A correspondent of the Times says that it is understood that Mr. 
Joseph Kaye, one of the senior King’s Bench Masters of the Supreme 
Court, will forthwith resign his appointment in consequence of tailing 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 


The following draft Rules are published pursuant to the Rules 
Publication Act :— 

1. Order XXII., Rule 17, shall have effect as if the following 
investments were included therein :— 

24 Per Cent. M-tropolitan Consolidated Stock. 

24 Per Cent. London County Consolidated Stock. 

3 Per Cent. London County Consolidated Stock. , 

2. Rule of the Supreme Court’ under the London Government 
Act, 1899, Section 29. 

(1) The summary proceeding for submitting any question for 
decision to the High Court of Justice under the 29th section 
of the London Government Act, 1899, shall be by special case 
to be agreed upon by the parties, or in default of such agree. 
ment to be settied by an arbitrator agreed upon by the parties, 
or, if necessary, appointed by a Judge at Chambers, or to be 
settled by a Judge in Chambers. 

(2) The special case when settled shall be filed at the Crown Office 
Department, at the Central Office of the Supreme Court, by 
the Local Authority concerned, within eight days from the 
settlement thereof, and shall be put iuto the Crown paper for 
argument as if it were a case stated by Justices under 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 43, 

ORDER LIX., Rule 14. 


3. Order LIX., Rule 1, paragraphs (d@) and (h) are hereby 


annulled. 
ORDER XIX., Rule 25 (a), 


4. In Probate actions it shall be stated with regard to every 
defence which is pleaded what is the substance of the case on which 
it is intended to rely: and further where it is pleaded that the 
testator was not of sound mind, memory, and understanding, 
particulars of any specific instances of delusion which it is intended 
to give in evidence shall be delivered fourteen days before the tra}, 
and, except by leave of the Court or a Judge, no evidence shall be 
given at the trial of any other instances. 


ORDER XXII, Rule 14. 


5. Order XII., Rule 1, shall have effect as if after the word “to 
recover a debt or damages,” the words ‘‘orin an Admiralty action” 
were inserted. 

ORDER LIL., Rule 25. 


6. Where the relationship of solicitor and client exists, cr he 
existed, a summons may be issued by the client or his representative 
for the delivery of a cash account, or the payment of money, or the 
delivery of securities; and the Court or a Judge may from time 
time order the respondent, within such time as the Court or a Judge 
may order, to deliver to the applicant a list of the moneys o 
securities which he has in his custody or control on behalf of the 
applicant, or to bring into court the whole or any part of the same 
In the event of the respondent alleging that he has a claim for costs, 
the Court or a Judge may make such provision for the payment or 
security thereof or in the protection of the respondent’s lien (if any) 
as the Court or Judge shall think fit. 


ORDER LIL, Rule 26. 


7. If, during the taxation of any bill of costs or the taking of any 
account between solicitor and client, it shall appear to the Taxing- 
Master and there must in any event be moneys due from the solicitor 
to the client, the Taxing-Master may from time to time, make 
interim certificate as to the amount so payable by the solicitor. Upoa 
the filing of such certificate the Court or a Judge may order the 
moneys so certified to be forthwith paid to the client or brought iato 
court, 

ORDER LIV.., Rule 4, g. 


8. Order LIV., Rule 4, f. (2) shall have effect as if after the words 
“ deliver papers” the words “ora cash agcount, or securities, or # 
pay money ” were ivserted. 


ORDER XLV., Rule 9a. 


@. Order XLV., Rule 9, shall have effect as if after the word 
“Judge” the words ‘“‘and as regards the covts of the judgment 
creditor shall, unless otherwise directed, he retained out of the money 
recovered by him uuder the garnishee order, and in priority to 
amount of the judgment debt,” were inserted. 


Copies may be obtained on application at the Lord Chanoallor’ 


Office, House of Lords, 8.W. 
The Lord Chancellor’s Office, 





House of Lords, May 16, 1901. 
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TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orper, or Court. 


Friday, the 17th day of May, 1901. 
I, Haxdinge. Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Obancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned ia. the Schedule hereto 
shall be-transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Braye (1900—F.—No. 1,773). 
Thomas William Formay v. Curling’s Tannery Limited and Henry 
Sibley. Hatssury, C. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 


Re NEW ZEALAND MIDLAND RAILWAY CO. 
No, 2, 2let May. 


CompaNy—DEBENTURE-HOLDER’s Action— Costs. 


This was.an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., as to the plaintiff's 
corts in. a debenture-holder’s action. The aseets.of the company | 
admittedly insufficient for the satisfaction.of the debenture charges in full, 
the question arose whether the plaintiff, who had conducted the - 
ings on behalf of herself and all other debenture-holders, was ed to 
have her costs taxed as between solicitor and client, or u» between party 
and:party only. Kekewich, J:, held that, although the case of Re Queen's 
Hotel Co., Cardiff (1900; 1 Ch. 792) was i le owing to the fact that 
tbe fund there was more than sufficient to pay the class of debenture- 
holders. repreren'ed by the plaintiff in that case, the principle of that 
decision applica, and that the rele under which the plaintiff in a creditor’s 
adminis’ ration.action, where the estate was insufficient for payment of the 
ereditors. in tull, was entitled to solicitor and client costs, though well 
settled, rested, on. no sound principle, and ought not to be extended to 
debenture-holders’ actions. From this decision the plaintiff now 
appealed. 

Tue Court (Cotiins and Srreune, L.JJ } allowed the mee. 

Co.iins, L.J., said the learned judge below felt himself bound by a rule 
of yractice which debarred him trom giving to the plaintiff other than 
party end party costs. The simple principle, at least in creditors’ 
administration actions, was that where a f exclusively belonged to a 
class there should be complete indemnity to the person by whose 
diligence that fund was secured, and there was no such indemnity unless 
that per-on obtained solicitor and client costs. In Thomas v. Jones (1 Dr. 
&§m. 134) the principle was extended to a new class— namely, legatees, 
and Kindersley, V.U., there laid down the principle governing such cases. 
Kekewieh, J., thought the. principle was not a le to the present 
care, but, hig lordship was of opinion that it was just as applicable to 
debenture- holders’ actions as to creditors’ administration ac The 
matter, however, did not rest there, since there were two unr cases, 
one by Stirling, J., and one by North, J., in which the Principle was given 
effect to in debenture-holders’ actions. The decision of Cozens- Jey 
in Re Queen’s Hotel Co., Cardiff (1900, 1 Ch. 792) did not apply 
the present case, for where the fund was sufficient to Pay the debenture- 
holders in full, different considerations might apply. The principle was 

tly well established and founded upon common sense; and the 
earned judge below was wrong in thinking he was debarred from applying 
i; to the present case. 

Srmtinc, L.J., said the question was whether the practice in creditors’ 
administration actions rested upon principle or was a mere rule of thumb. 
The principle was formulated by Kindersley, V.C., in Thomas vy. Jones, and 
the only difficulty arose from the fact that the courts bad not always been 
quite logical in carrying out that principle. His lordship did not ree why 
the preticn should not apply to debenture-holders’ actions, and being 
based on principle he thought it ought tc be so applied. The case before 
Cozens-Hardy. J., did not affect the present case. That decision was 
quite in Accordance with the principle laid down by Kindersley, V.C., but 
it bad no application here. The aren must therefore be allowed. — 
CounsEL, Warrington, K.C., and A. a B. Terrell; Renshaw, K.C., and J. F. 
Waggett ; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Kirby ; Mitchell. Soxicrrors, W. H. 
Smith § Son ; Golding ¢ Hargrove; Blyth, Dutton, Hartley, § Blyth ; Paines, 
Blyth, §& Huatable. 


(Reported by 8. E. Witiiams, Barrister-at-Law.| 


Re A DEBTOR. Ex parie BOOTH’S DISTILLERY (LIM.). No. 2. 
17th May. 


Bankruptcy — Petition — ApsoURNMENT PENDING Aprreat — Bankruptcy 
Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 52), 8. 7 (4) (5). 


This was an appeal from an order made by Mr. Registrar Hope adjourn- 
ing the hearing of a petition for a receiving order. ‘The act of bankruptcy 
relied upon by the fetitioner was non-compliance with a bankruptcy 
notice to pay a judgment debt, from which judgment an appeal was 

nding to the House:«f Lords. It appeared that in 1899 the debtor was 

esee and licentee of a public-house called the ‘* Coach and Horses,’’ but 
the beneficial oceupier of the premises was a person named Elliott, who 
hed since become bankrupt. Elliott's occupation cymmenced in December, 
1897, and eighteen months s#fterwards, in April, 1299, Booth’s Distillery 
(Limited) advanced to Elliott the sum of £1,500. In June, 1899, Elliott 
required a further advance, and applied to Booth’s Distillery (Limited) for 


SMITH v. LUBBOCK. 


the same. Thereupon au agreement was entered into and executed 
between the debtor and Elliott and Booth’s Distillery by which the debtor 
and Elliott agreed to repay the sum of £3,000 and any further advances 
not exceeding in the w £3,800.. to Booth’s Distillery (Limited), 
and the debtor thereby charged his beneficial interest in the premises, 
and agreed to execute a legal mortgage. Two promissory notes were 
also given to Booth’s Distillery (Limited), to cover the amount advanced. 
At the same time Elliott agreed to indemnify the debtor against 1i . 
and an indemnity was and sent to his solicitors, who d 
acknowledged the receipt. of the same In the year 1900 Elliott became 
involved in financial difficulties, and thereupon Booth’s Distillery (Limited) 
commenced an action against the debtor and Elliott to recover the sums 
advanced. On an applications by the plaintiffs to enter final judgment. 
under Order 14 the master gave the defendant leaye to defend on his pay- 
ing the amount due into court. The defendant appealed, and ultimately 
the Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal of the deb’or with costs, no stay 
of proceedings being asked for. From this decision an appeal to the House 
of Lords is now pending. A petition in bankruptcy was then presented, 
aud. on its coming on. for hearing the learned registrar adjourned, the 
petition generally, with liberty to apply, on the ground that he hada 
peal press and discretion to adjourn, and that on the facts before him 
e could not say that the appeal was not bond fide. From this decision tre 
present appeal was now brought. The cases referred to were Ex parte Bey- 
worth, Re Rhodes (14Q. B. D. 49), Re Flatau, Ex parte Scotch Whiskey Distillers 
(Limited) (22 Q. B. D. 83), Re Phippen (1883, W. N. 71). 


Tue Court (Oottins and Srreine, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. They 
eaid the registrar had a discretion to adjourn the hearing ot the petition 
in view of the fact that an appeal was pending from the judgment; and 
it was laid.down in Ez parte Heyworth, Re Rhodes (14Q B.D. 49) that 
the Court of Appeal would not interfere with that discretion unless it was 
clear that the registrar could not have been right. It appeared that there 
was an admission of liability by the debtor. An indemnity was prepsred 
and sent to his solicitors, who acknowledged the receipt. Therefore, leave 
to defend: was only given on terms. But their lordships could not say 
that the appeal was alroge'her frivolous, notwithstanding the indemnity. 
The debtor might have been a mere formal party. Could they ray that 
any appeal based on that contention was frivolous? The registrar was 
justified in coming to the conclusion that the appeal was bond fide, and 
they could not overrule him on that point. The appeal failed.—Counsst, 
Muir Mackenzie; F. Low and Henlé. Soxritcrrons, 8. W. Woolmer; Foster, 
Spicer, § Foster. 

[Reported by 8. E. Wict1ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WHITE v. SPAFFORD. No. 2. 14th May. 


Practice—Discovery—Arripavit or Documenrs—FurtTHer anv Brrrsr 
Arripavit—Sprerciric Documznts—R. 8. G. XXXI. 19a. 


This was an appeal from an order of Day, J., affirming an order of the 
registrar of the chester District Registry, directing the plaintiff to file. 
a further and better affidavit of documents The action was brought for 
the price of goods agreed to be sold by the plaintiff to the defendants and 
alleged to have been appropriated to the contract, but which the plaintiff 
alleged the defendants refused to accept. The plaintiff had made an 
affidavit in obedience to an order for discovery of documents The 
defendants applied that the plaintiff should make a further and better 
affidavit, alleging that, to the best of their knowledge, information, and 
belief, his former affidavit did not disclose all the documents in his posses- 
sion material to their defence and counterclaim. The order was that the 
plaintiff should state in his further affidavit ‘‘ wh'ch, if any, of the follow- 
ing letters and documents he had in his possession and power.”” The 
documents were enumerated in the order in this way: Uriginal letters 
from the who manufactured the goods for the plaintiff and 
press copies of letters from him to such person, the contract or 
contracts entered into by the plaintiff with the manufacturer of the 
goods; the invoices sent by the manufacturer to the plaiatiff and all 
entries in the plaintiff’s books following thereon ; the books of account 
and press copy letter books of the plaintiff in which were entered or copied 
any memorandum relating to the sale of the goods or complaints in 
relation thereto. The plaintiff appealed. 


Tue Courr (Cotitivs and Sriumne, L JJ.) allowed the appeal. They 
said the learned judge below bad made an order under Ord. 31, r, 194, 
for a further and better affidavit of documents. That rule, however, was 
framed on the then existing law as laid down in Jones v. Monte Video Gas Co. 
(5 Q. B. D. — Where a party could point to certain specific documents 
which he could swear in his affidavit that he believed the other party 
against whom the application was meade: had or had had in his possession, 
and that they related to the matters in question an order for a further 
and better affidavit could be made. The key of the whole ition was 
that there must be an affidavit as to specific documents. . 31, x. 194, 
referred to specified and named documents, not to classes of documents 
such as those mentioned ijn the order in the present case, and the applica- 
tion must be supported by an affidavit that the documents were or 
at one time been 1n the possession of the other » not by a gen 
affidavit based on a priori reasoning that certain ts must have 
been in his po-session, and must of necessity have a bearing upon the dis- 
pute between. the parties. An order such as had been made in the present 
case could only be made by striking out the word ‘‘s ” from the rale 
in question. The appeal would therefore be allowed, but without yy ew 
to any other application by the defendant.—Counsat, Pickford, K.O., and 
Roe Rycroft ; Bray, K.0., and Le Riche Soxicrrors, H. E. Fenton, for Mitls 
§ Needham, Manchester; Sims ¢ Syms, for W. J. Andrew, Whaley Bridge. 





(Reported by 8, E, Wi1114s, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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EADY v. ELSDON. No, 2. 13th May. 
Practice—Oosts—Taxation—Orrictat Soxicrror—Gvarpian ap Lirem— 

Parry aNnD Party or Soxicrror anp Onrent TaxaTion—Oosts oF Issvz on 

WuHicH GuARDIAN AD Litem Fans—R.8.0C. LXV. 13. 

This was an appeal against an order of Grantham, J., directing the 
master to review his taxation of costs. The action was brought against 
.an infant claiming damages for a tort. No appearance having been 
entered for the defendant, the official solicitor was. on the application of 
the plaintiff, assigned guardian ad litem to the defendant to defend the 
action on his behalf. The guardian delivered a defence, by which it was 
alleged that the defendant was of unsound mind and not legally 
responsible for his actions at the time when the tort was committed. At 
the trial of the action the jury found that the defendant was not of 
unsound mind, and they gave the plaintiff £450 damages. Judgment was 
entered for the plaintiff accordingly, and it was directed that the plaintiff 
should pay the taxed costs of the official solicitor and add them to his own 
costs, which he was to recover from the defendant. On the taxation the 
master held that the official solicitor was only eutitled to party and party 
costs, and on the issue of the infant’s lunacy, he assessed the costs on the 
footing that the official solicitor was really a party, and a party who had 
failed. Grantham, J., held that the official solicitor was entitled to costs as 
between solicitor and client, and referred the matter back to the master to 
review his taxation. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Coiirs and Srieuina, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cot.tms, L.J.—It has been contended that where an order has been 
made without giving any special indication of the scale to be applied in 
assessing the costs payable to the guardian ad litem, the rule of practice is 
that the standard called party and party costs shall be applied, and not 
the method of solicitor and client’s costs. Dealing with that issue, I am 
of opinion that this contention is right, We took time to consider this 
matter in order that we might inquire into the practice of the masters, 
because in a matter of this kind it is exceedingly important that a well- 
ascertained practice, if it exists, should be followed. Tnere isnothing more 
dangerous interfering with matters of practice. We have had the 
opportunity of consulting most experienced masters, both on the Chancery 
and Common Law side, and they tells us that the uniform practice is, in 
the absence of special directions giving solicitor and client costs, to tax 
the costs of a guardian ad litem on the footing of party and party costs; 
and though, strictly speaking, that principle cannot be logically applied, 
inasmuch as for this purpose the ian ad litem is not a party, in 
practice what they mean by party and party costs in this relation is that 
the costs payable by the plaintiff to the guardian ad /item are such costs, as 
the guardian ad litem, assuming he were a su party in a litigation 
with the plaintiff, would be entitled to a taxation against the plaintiff. 
That decides the appeal on the first point. But then comes the second 
—_ as to the costs of the issue on which the guardian ad litem has 

d. The master has treated him as a real party who has failed, and he 
has to have his costs assessed on that footing. ‘hat would probably be 
right on a true party and party taxation, but it is wrong on the hypothesis 
by which the costs of the guardian ad litem are ascertained. He has to be 
treated as a successful party. That is the standard as far as we can 
understand it, and it is the standard applied both in Chancery and 
Common Law. That being so, the appeal succeeds as to part and fails as 
to | oem and will be allowed without costs. 

inc, L. J.—As regards the first question, whether the costs are to be 
taxed as between solicitor and client, having regard to the uniform 
practice which has existed in the Chancery Division apparently ever since 
the year 1842, when the first rule of the kind was introduced, adopted in the 
Consolidated Orders of the old Court of Chancery and adopted by the rules 
made in pursuance of the Judicature Act, I think that costs can be 
allowed only as between party and party in the absence of a direction to 
the contrary. This is in accordance with the universal rule as to the 
construction of orders as to taxation, and if the official solicitor considers 
there are circumstances which entitle him to solicitor and client costs, 
they ought to be called by him to the attention of the judge when he is 
invited to deal with the costs under the rule; and an order ought to be 
made in terms authorizing the taxing-master to deal with them as between 
solicitor and client. As regards the other point, the disallowance of the 
costs of the official solicitor of the issue on which he failed, the master 
assigns two reasons. First, that the issue was found against the defendant, 
and, secondly, that even if it had been found in his favour, it was irrelevant. 
Both issues were found against the defendant, and if that rule were applied 
strictly, the guardian ad litem would recover no costs at all under this 
order. Therefore I cannot agree with the master as to that. Thenas to the 
second point, it is to be borne in mind that the learned judge put the issue to 
the jury. I think that implies an opinion on the part of the learned judge 
that the issue was one which if found the other way was not entirely 
irrelevant. Now, having that before him and in his mind, the learned 
judge directs the costs of the official solicitor to be paid by the plaintiff. 
{ cannot see that the master has any right to deprive him of the costs of 
either issue on which he fails, and I say that fully remembering the power 
which is conferred on the taxing-master by ord. 65, r, 27, sub-rule 20. I 
do not think that the disallowance of these costs is brought within that 
rule. I think, therefore, that on this point the appeal fails.—Covnszt, 
Hon. M. M. Maenaghten; Montague Lush. Souscrrons, A. W. Mills ; The 


Official Solicitor. 
[Reported by J. I. Srinuino, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re A DEBTOR. Ez parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER. No, 2, 
21st May. 


Bawxnvrrcy—Reczrvine Onper—Sray or Proceeprncs—ArrzaL—Ssrvice 
om Ongpirors—Banxavurtcy Ruiz 134—R. 8. C. LVIII. 2. 


This was an appeal from Mr. Registrar Brougham, in which a pre- 








liminary question was raised as to whether persons claiming to be creditors 
of the debtor should be served with notice of —— before the class of 
creditors had been actually ascertained by the debts being admitted to 
proof. Inthe present case a receiving order had been made against the 
debtor, but, upon his application, and with the consent of the official 
receiver, and also of the petitioning creditor and other creditors to 
a large amount who were of opinion that there was some probability of 
their ultimately being paid in full, the registrar made an order staying the 
usual advertisement and other proceedings under the receiving order for a 
certain time, the debtor undertaking not in any way to deal with any of 
the assets, and to give ag ——— a official Phaser te 
ight uire. Subsequen e stay of p i was mn 
for a “Tinnited onde at anual on the 24th of April last, 
upon the application of the debtor, the registrar made an order 
granting a further stay until after the 26tn of June next. The 
application was supported by creditors to a very large amount, both 
secured and unsecured, including the petitioning creditor, but was 
opposed by the official receiver and by one creditor whose debt was 
comparatively small. The official receiver now appealed from that order. 
The notice of appeal having been served on the debtor alone, a preliminary 
objection was raised on his behalf, upon the appeal being opened, that 
all the creditors who appeared on the application before the registrar, and 
especially the petitioning creditor, should also have been served with the 
notice of appeal, as bei ‘parties directly affected by the appeal” 
within the meaning of ord. 58, r. 2, and that the appeal could not be heard 
in their absence. 

Tue Court (Couns and Srimire, L.JJ.) allowed the objection so far 
as regarded the petitioning creditor. Their lordships were of opinion that 
with regard to creditors other than the petitioning creditor they were not 
persons who could be said to be directly affected by the appeal within the 
meaning of the rule. But with regard to the petitioning creditor tliey 
were of opinion that he was a person directly affected by the appeal, and 
the only thing that would justify a petitioning creditor not being served 
was that he had assented to the order in such a way that he must be taken 
to have renounced his right to be served with notice of appeal. No such 
assent had been given by the petitioning creditor in the present case, 
and he might be desirous of opposing the appeal. Their lordships there- 
fore thougnt that he ought to have an opportunity cf doing so if he desired 
it. Accordingly the preliminary objection must be allowed as regarded 
the petitioning creditor, and the appellant ought to have an opportunity of 
serving him so that the appeal might come on for hearing at a later date.— 
CounseL, Sir E Carson, 8.G., and Muir Mackenzie ; Asquith, K.C., Reed, 
K.C., and Cooper Willis. Soxtcrrors, The Solicitor of the Board of Trade; 


Durant, 
| Reported by 8, E. Wit.14ms, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re CHENOWETH. WARD v. DWELLEY. Farwell, J. 31st Jan. ; 16th May. 


Wut — Consrauction — Farsa Demonstratio—Girr or Resipve 10 
Non-Existent Orass-—‘‘ INsenstniz’? Worps—EvipEnce. 

Adjourned summons. By his will, dated the 27th of November, 1899, 
the testator directed his trustee to hold his residuary estate ‘‘ upon trust 
for such of his nephews and nieces, children of William Harris Dwelley, 
living at his death ’’ as being sons or a son should attain the age of twenty- 
one years, or being daughters or a daughter should attain that age or 
marry, and if more than one in equal shares. The testator, who died on 
the 23rd of March, 1901, never had any nephews or nieces. His mother’s 
sister, E. W. Harris, was married to William Dwelley, and had by him 
nine children, to each of whom the name Harris, with other names, 
was given. One of these was William Harris Dwelley, who 
was still alive, but unmarried, and subject to epileptic attacks. This 
summons having been taken out by the trustee for tne construction of the 
will under the circumstances, it was argued on behalf of the children of 
William Dwelley that it was impossible that William Harris Dwelley 
could have children, and that, even if he could. they would not be the 
testator’s nephews and nieces ; the words in the will were insensible, and 
therefore the court would ‘' cast about’’ to see whom the testator meant : 
per Lindley, M.R., in Re Waller, White v. Scoles (47 W. RB. 563); see also 
Parsons vy. Parsons (1 Ves. jun, 266); Charter v. Charter (L. R. 7 H. L. 
364, 377) ; Dowsett v. Sweet (1 Amb. 174), Bradwinv. Harper (1 Amb. 373), 
Beaumont vy. Fell (2 P. Wms. 141), and Woodhousiee (Lord) v. Dalrymple 
(2 Mer. 419, 16 K. R. 193). The summons stood over in order that 
medical evidence might be obtained as to the condition of William Harris 
Dwelley, and it now appeared, upon such evidence being read de bene esse, 
that though there was no physical impossibility as to his having children 
if he were to marry, yet he was not fit and ought not to be allowed to 
marry. On behalf of the heir-at-law and next-of-kin parol evidence as 
to whom the testator intended to describe was cbjected to. 

Farws11, J., held that such evidence was inadmissible, and that he was 
not at liberty to guess the testator’s intention, being bound by the rules 
and authorities ot the court. The testator never had any ‘‘ nephews or 
nieces,’”” so that those words must be struck out as /a/sa demonstratio. 
There remained the gift to the “‘ children of William Harris Dwelley,’’ a 
class of which there was a physical possibility of its coming into existence. 
The evidence was only admissible when there was and could be no person 
answering to the class, the case of Delmare v. Robello (1 Ves. jun. 412) being 
exactly in point. There was no room lefs for the admissibility of parol 
evidence of the testator’s intention. Tne gift therefore failed, and the 
property would go to the testator’s heir-at-law and next. of-kin.—Counsel, 
H. L. Lewis; J. G. Butcher, K.0., and Austen-Cartnell; H. Greenwood. 
Soxicrtors, Calkin, Lewis, § Stokes ; Robbins, Billings, & Co. 

[Reported by W. H. Duarun, Barrister-at-Law. | 








































Neue 













































eee POOR CO ree |! 


was 
ules 
| or 
atio. 
” a 
nce. 
son. 
sing 
arol 


SEL, 
v0o0. 


May 25, rgot, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 45]. 52% 








UNDERWOOD v, LONDON MUSIC HALL (LIM.). Cozens-Hardy, J. 
10th and 18th May. 
Qompany—MemoranpumM—Ricut To Issue Pre-PREFERENCE SHARES— 
Companizs Act, 1862, s. 12. 


This was a motion, which by arrangement was treated as the trial of the 
action, raising the question whether the defendant company could issue 
pre-preference shares. The action was brought by one of the directors of 
the compavy on behalf of the preference shareholders against the company 
and the other directors for (1) a declaration that it was witra vires for the 
company to increase its authorized capital by creating preference shares 
ranking in priority to or pari passu with the 6,000 preference shares 
mentioned in clause 5 of the memorandum of association, and (2) an 
injunction to restrain the defendants other than the company from holding 
any meeting of the members of the company for the purpose of authorizing 
the creation of such pre-preference shares. The plaintiff moved for an 
injunction. Clause 5 of the memorandum of association of the company, 
upon which the question turned, was as follows: ‘‘ The capital of 
the company is £60,000 divided into 6,000 preference shares of £5 
each and 6,000 ordinary shares of £5 each. Such preference shares 
shall confer a right to a fixed cumulative preferential dividend at the rate 
of £7 per cent. per annum. Any shares of the present or any increased 
capital of the company may be guaranteed or have any special privilege or 
advantage, or may be deferred and may be issued on such special 
conditions as to priority or postponement, either for dividends or repay- 
ment of principal, or as to voting power, and generally on such terms as 
the company may from time to time determine.”” Counsel referred to 
Ashbury v. Watson (33 W. R. 882, 30 Ch. D. 376) and Andrews v. Gas 
Meter Vo. (45 W. R. 321; 1897, 1 Oh. (C. A.) 361). 

Oozens-Harpy, J., said the company desired to increase their capital by 
the issue of shares having a preference over the original £7 per cent. 
preference shares. He thought it was competent for the company to do 
this. The memorandum of association could not be altered by the 
company, but the memorandum iteelf stated that any increased capital 
might be issued on such special conditions as to priority as the company 
might determine. The result was that the preference shareholders, while 
having an absolute right as against the original ordinary shareholders, were 
subjected by this ill-drawn and obscure clause of the memorandum itself 
to the risk of having increased capital placed in front of them. His 
lordship therefore dismissed the action.—UounsgL, EF. W. Martelli; A. R. 
Kirby. Soxtcrrors, Morton, Cutler, § Co. ; Nicholson, Graham, § Graham. 

[Reported by W. Morris Carter, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
PERRY v. CLEMENTS. Ridley, J. 18th May. 


Necuicence — Persona, Insurny—Accrpent Cavsep By DeEFENDANT’s 
Servant—Action To Recover Damaces FroM DgerenpANt—NorIce or 
Accippent Previousty Given ny Puarntirr to His Emprevers—Waces 
Par as BrrorE —No Furruer Procespines TAKEN UNDER WoORKMEN’S 
Compensation Act, 1897, s. 2—Lianrtiry or Derenpanr. 


Further consideration, The case was tried before his lordship and a 
common jury, and they found a verdict for the plaintiff with £225 damages. 
The plaintiff was in the employment of Messrs. Jones Bros. The defendant 
Was a contractor carrying on business at Hammersmith. On the 12th of 
March, while the plaintiff was having his dinner at Messrs. Jones’ works a 
horse and cart belonging to the defendant was backed against some stone 
near where the plaintiff was and a portion of the stone fell on him causing 
injuries of a serious character. After the accident, on the 17th of May, a 
notice in accordance with section 2 of the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tio Act, 1897, was served on the plaintiff's employers, Mesers. 
Jones Bros., notifying that he had been injured. No further 
proceedings under the Act were taken or claim for compensation made 
as they voluntary continued paying his wages. The plaintiff having 
brought this action to recover damages for the personal injuries he had 
sustained from the accident, which he alleged was due to the negligence of 
the defendants’ servants in charge of the horse and cart, the defendants 
submitted tit they were not liable, on the ground that the plaintiff had 
taken proceedings against his employers for compensation under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, and was therefore by section 6 estopped from 
recovering damages from the defendant in respect of the same injury, and 
Powell v, Main Colliery Co (1900, 2 Q. B. 145, and 1900, A. O. 366) was 
relied on. On behalf of the appellant it was said that the notice of injury 
ferved on the plaintiff’s employers was not a proceeding under the Act 
Uoless it was followed by a claim for compensation. It was merely an 
initiatory proceeding under the Act. Section 6 could not be pleaded in 

to an action unless the plaintiff had already recovered compensation 
under the Act. Here the plaintiff had not recovered any compensation, and 
it was impossible to suppose that the Legislature intended that if a man 
Bae @ notice or made a claim he should be, by so doing, deprived of his 
— of proceeding against a stranger. 
. SIDLEY, J., said he had come to the conclusion that the notice of 
injury served on the plaintiff's employers on the 17th of May could not be 
treated as a claim within section 2 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
for in his judgment the claim for compensation was tbe initiatory pro- 
ceeding, not the notice of the injury. The notice and the claim must be 
treated as two different documents. One had to be given as soon as 
Frcticable, the other to be served within tix months of the accident. 
erefore in the absence of a claim there was no under the 
Act and he should therefore enter judgment for the plaintiff for the 
@mount awarded by the jury.—CounseL, Montagu Shearman; Witt, K.O., 
‘nd Alan Macpherson. Soxicrrors, A. Pope ; Leighton § Savory. 
(Reported by Exsxixe Rei, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MAPLE & CO. (LIM.) v. WILSON (SURVEYOR OF TAXES). Div. Court. 

15th May. 

BRevenve—Inuasitep Movss Dury—Buocxs or SHors—Usep Partiy ror 
RestpENcE oF STAFF AND PartTiy aS WAREHOUSES AND Sate Kooms— 
Szrarate TENEMENTS—HovseE Tax Act, 1851—48 Geo. 3, c. 55, ScHEDULE 
B., x. 3. 


Case stated by Commissioners of Income Tax for the Holborn Division 
of the County of Middlesex upon confirming assessments to inhabited house 
duty for the years 1897-8 and 1898-9 of £11,069, at 6d. in the pound, 
which had been made upon a portion of the premices in the occupation of 
the appellants, Maple & Co. (Limited), fronting Tottenham Court-road, 
and extending dewn Beaumont-place, Tottenbam-place, and Grafton- 
street respectively. The assessments were made under the House Tax 
Act, 1851, and 48 Geo. 3, c. 55. Schedule B., r. 3, of the latter Act 
provides that shops and warehouses which are attached to a dwelling- 
house, and being in communication with it, shall, in regard to the charge 
of duty, be valued together with the dwelling-house and household and 
other offices. The later Act of 1851 exempted from the operation of the 
earlier statute warehouses which were distinct and separate buildings, and 
which were used simply and solely for the purpose of lodging goods and 
merchandize, or for carrying on some manufacture notwithstanding that 
the premises might be adjoining or in communication with a dwelling- 
house or shop. The premises in question were divided into several blocks, 
each block having its own party walls and communicating with the other 
blocks by means of double iron doors open during the day but closed at 
night for protection against fire. The premises used by the appellants 
for storing goods and manufacturing purposes had been held to be exempt, 
but it was sought to extend the exemption of the latter Act to the shops 
and show-rooms. The substantial contention on bebalf of the appellants 
was that the residential portions of the premises were distinct from the 
business parts of the establishment, and therefore, that the assessment 
should be limited to such parts of the premises as were used for residential 
purposes, there being no communication within the meaning of rule 3 
between the residential portion and the business portion of the premises, 
and the business premises and the residential premises not being in any 
way attached to euch other, and that, at any rate, the assessments should 
be limited to the blocks which were used as to part for residential 


purposes. 
Tue Court (Kennepy and Puamurmors, JJ.) gave judgment for the 
Crown, holding that the shops and show-rooms as well as the residential 
parts of the building, were liable to be assessed to inhabited house duty. 
They accordingly dismissed the appeal with costs.—CounszL, Sir Z. Clarke, 
K.C., and Ernest Pollock ; The Solicitor-General and 8. A. T. Rowilatt. 
Souicrrors, Peake, Bird, Collins, ¢ Co. ; The Solicitor for Inland Revenue. 


(Reported by Exsxixz Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOUTHWELL (SURVEYOR OF TAXES) v. SAVILL BROS. (LIM.) 
Div. Court. 15th May. 


Revenve—Incomz Tax—Brewers’ Prorrrs—‘Oart or Licenses = 
Necessany ANNvaL TrapeE Expense. 


Case stated by Commissioners for Income Tax for the Division of 
Beacontree, in the county of Essex. The case stated that at a meeting of 
the Commissioners of General Purposes of the Income Tax Acts for the 
Division of Beacontree, Essex, held at Stratford in June last, Messrs. Savill 
Brothers (Limited), of Stratford, brewers (the respondents), who had been 
duly assessed, appealed by Mr. Philip Savill, one of their directors, 
against an assessment of £35,000 in respect of their profits as brewers, 
charged upon them for the year ending the 5th of April, 1900. The 
facts were set out as follows: The respondents carry on the trade 
of brewers at Stratford, and they submitted accounts shewing certain 
— for the year 1897, but in arriving at these figures they had 

educted for the year 1897 £780 16s. 2d.,for the year 1898 £1,576 4s. 10d., 
and for the year 1899 £2,242 15s. 2d., these being sums expended 
in connection with applications made by the company to the 
licensing justices for the grant of new and additional licences to 
houses owned and leased by them, and also to houses not owned by 
them, but for which the company conduct the applications for the 
purpose of maintaining, and, if possible, increasing the trade. These 
expenses consisted of law costs, printing and advertising, preparing 
petitions, serving notices, court fees, surveyor’s fees, and payments 
for the ‘‘call of licences." The sums expended on this latter account 
during the three years were respectively £250 in 1897, £1015 lis, 
in 1898, and £1,525 in 1899. These amounts represented payments 
made to the owners of public-houses for the right to cail for a 
surrender of the licences attached to such houses in the event of the 
justices requiring them to be surrendered before the grant of a new 
licence for » new house. The respondents contended that as the 
justices for the Beacontree division of Essex, in which the bulk of their 
trade was carried on, required an applicant for a new licence to offer 
surrenders of existing licences as a i for the grant of a new 
licence, the amounts paid for the call of these surrenders were a necessary 
trade expense incurred in the ordinary course of the business of a brewer. 
When the applications were unsuccessful these expenses were charged to 
the ‘‘licensees’ expenses’? of the year. When the application was 
successful, the expenses were added to the cost of the new house. For the 
Crown it was contended that the expenses referred to were not exclusively 
laid out for the pi of the trade of brewers, but were altogether 
outside it, being an outlay of capital made with a view to the extension of 
their business by increasing the number of houses which would be cappled 
with their goods, and therefore such were not allo as 
deductions under the rules of Schedule D. determined 





commissioners 
\ that, having regard to the requirements of the licensing justices, the 








| 
) 
| 
| 
| 














$24 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May 25. 190%, 








amounts should be allowed as a necessary annual trade expense incurred 

by the respondents. and reduced the assessment to £31,852, being the 

average profits of 1897-1898-1899. The surveyor of taxes appealed. 

Fur. Covert gave judgment for the Crown, allowing the appeal. 

x, J., said. they had come to the conclusion that the 
commissioners were wrong and that the expenses sought to be deducted 
ought not to be treated as a lors to be put against profits. They were 
expenses which might be treated as an investment made out of profits. 
It was admitted that if the proceedings to obtain a licence were successful 
the expanses could not be deducted. It was difficult to see on what 
panelp le they should be deducted when the proceedings were unsuccessful, 

6 respondents were not, therefore, entitled to deduct the expenses in 
atriving at their annual profits. 

PHILLIMORE, J., gave judgment to a like effect.—CounsrL, The Solicitor- 
General and S A. T. Rewlati; Sir Edward Clarke, K.0,, and Horace 
Agory, K.C. Soxrcrrors, Solicitors for Inland Revenue ; Sandilands § Co. 

{Reported by Exsxixs Rein, Barrister-at-Law. } 

Re THE GWAWR-Y-GWEITHYR INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT 
SOCIETY (LIM,). DOVEY +. MORGAN, Div Court. 23rd April; 14th 
May. 

Societies (INpusTRIAL AND Provipgent)—WinpInc tr—Recovery or Dents 
rRom MgmBers—Lizen on SuHanEs—‘‘ Set orr ’’—Companigs Act, 1862 (25 
& 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 164—InpustRiat anD Pshovipent Socrstres Act, 
1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 39), ss 23, 34. 


This was an appeal from the Glamorganshire County Court upon a 
summons taken out by the liquidator of the ‘*‘ Hope of the Workmen’s 
Iadustrial and Provident Society’ at Aberdare to set aside certain trans- 
actions whereby the following four amounts were refunded to R: Morgan 
io ct of bis shares in the society : 1898, the 21st of February, £4 193.; 
the hb. of June, £20; the 20th of July, £12 8s. 3d.; the 25th of 
November, £14 10e. 1ld.; total, £51 18s. 2d. The society was in the 
natare of a co-operative society rupplying goods to the members. The 
rules provided that each member must hold at least five shares of £1 each. 
By 16 provision was made that members might withdraw their c pital 
as certain rates and on certain terms on giving notice. In 1898 the 
siciety was in financial difficulties and it was found as a fact by the 
learned judge that by the 14th of July, 1898, the society was to the know- 
ledge ot the managing committee insolvent. In February, 1898, before 
the first of the eaid refundings, the amount of capital held by Morgan in 
the society was £54 19s During 1898 Morgan was supplied with goods, 
. and.owing to the strike and labour difficulties then existing, he, in common 

with other members, was unable to supply cash for the goods supplied to 
him. Rule 1% provided that in no case should credit be given to members 
for..more than two weeks. On the 2ist of February the committee 
debited the amount standing to Morgan’s credit as shareholder, with the 
_ aforesaid sum of £4 19:., he at the same time paying £2 10s cash, making 
a total of £7 9s, on account of £7 188. 7d. due from bira to the society for goods. 
Similerly upon the 30th of June, he being indebted to the society m the 
sum of £20 2s. 1ld., a further amount of £20 was debited to his share 
accouptand, credited against his debt for goods. The transactions.of the 
20th of July and the 25th of November were of the same nature, and by 
the last debit of £14 103. 11d, the amount standing to Morgan’s name was 
uced to £4191. 1d. On the 27th of February, 1899, it was resolved to 
mp the society. No steps were taken by Morgan to withdraw his 
under 16. There were also outside creditors, and the question 







sised was whether under the above circumstances the liquidator was 
entitled to set aside these transactions. For tte appellant it was now 
contended (1) that the transfers were invalid, (2) that according to the 
Sunderland Building Society case (37 W. R. 95, 21 Q. B.D 349) withdrawals 
can only be legally supported when the society is solvent, and (3) that the 
st transaction was void under section 164 of the Companies Act, 1862, as 
ee taken place within three months of the resolution of winding up. 
r 1h4 respondent it was contended that the traneactions were in effect 
carried out under section 23 of the Industrial and Provident Societies act, 
1893, and that the society had a right to set off against the amount 
credited to the member on his sbares the debt due from him. 
Tug Covar (Lord Atverstonz, O.J., and Lawzance, J.), baving reserved 
judgment, dismissed the appeal. 
Lord Atvenstonz, C J , in reading the judgment of the court, said the 
- poinit raised was one of considerable difficulty. If the words “any sum 
credited to the member thereon” in section 23, sub-section 2, were to be 
cons!fued as meaning a sum credited and payable, the principle of the 
Sunderland casé would apply to the extent that after a society was known 
to be insolvent there would probably be no sum to which the member 
would ‘be in fact entitled. 
such a construction. Section 34 contemplated that the register should 
stew the amount paid of any shares, and as long as the society was carry- 
on business it was difficult to find any substantial ground upon which 
it:could be held that it was precluded from exercising the right of eet off 
mentioued in section 23, sub-section 2. The works “set off’ in that 
séction were not used in the strict legal sense, but in a business sense, as 
indicating that the society might deduct or write off from the sum credited 
the amount of the member’s debt. The county court judge had found as 
a fact that the committee acted bond fide without any fraudulent intention, 
of without the intention of preferring avy particular shareholder, and his 
_judgment ought to be affirmed. With regard tothe po‘nt that the la-t 
payment wae void under rection 164 of the Companies Act, the court did 
not think in any view tre transaction would be witbin that. section, 
- Morgan sot beiuy « creditor within ine mecning of the ee.tion, Appeal 
dismizted.—Covunse., Herbert Red, K.C., and J. Sankey; 8. T. Evans, 
-K.0. - Soxuicrrors, Bell, Brodrick, $ Gray, for Linton § C. ¢ W. Kenshole, 
Abe-dare ; Riddell § Co., for Walter Morgan, Bruce, § Nicholas, Pontypridd. 
[Reported by B..G. Srituwsct, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. BRUCE AND ANOTHER. Div. Court, 
6th May. 

Reyenvs — Legacy Dury — Hetatooms — ResetrtemMent oF Apsso.urg 
InrerEst —Persons Ouarceante—Leaacy Dury Act, 1796 (36 Gzo, 3; 
c. 52), s. 14. 

This. was an information preferred by the Attorney-General, and the 


question raised was whether legacy yf was payable in respect of certaig_ 
t 


heirlooms, settled and dealt with in the manner hereafter described, 4 
further question arose as to the persons chargeable with the payment of 
the duty. The second Marquis of Ailesbury, who died in 1878, directed 
by his will that, certain books, pictures, statues, oraamental china, 
and other chattels in the mansion-house at Savernake Forest 
should be considered as heirlooms, and enjoyed by the person 
or. persons entitled to the mansion-house under and by virtue 
of certain marriage settlements. On the death of the second marquis 
the .mansion-house by virtue of these settlements pissed to the thin 
marquis for life with remainder to the eldest son of George Brudenell 
Bruce (who predeceased the testator) in tail male with remainders over, 
George William Thomas Brudenell Bruce, Viscount Savernake, was the 
eldest son. of. George Brudenell Bruce. In 1885 the third marquis and 
Viscount Savernake resettled the family estates, including the mansiog 
house, upon the third marquis for life with remainder to Viscount 
Savernake for life, with remainder to the sons of Viscount Savernake 
in tail. male, with remainder to Lord Henry brudenell Bruce, with 
remainders over. By. the same setilement the third marquis and 
Viscount Savernake assigned the heirlooms to the defendants »s trustees 
of the settlement, upon trust to allow them to devolve and remain as heir- 
looms together with the premises thereinbefore appomted and granted ro 
far as ba of law and equity would permit. The third marquis died iu 
1886 His grandson, Viscount Savernake, thereupon became fourty 
marquis. He became bankrupt and died in 1894. Lord Henry 
Brudenell Bruce thereupon, became fifth marquis and became entitled: 
fur Jjife to. the. mansion-house. The Commiesioners of I 

Revenue claimed that under the above circumstances legacy duty under 
86. Geo. 3, c. 52, on the chattels settled by the will of the 
second marquis became payable by the defendants either on the execution 
of the indenture of resettlement in 1885, or upon the death of the third 
marquis in 1886, The defendants claimed exemption by virtue of section 
14 of the above statute, which enacts as follows: “‘ Provided always and be 
it fur'her enacted that no duty shall be paid on any article of plate, 
furniture, or other things not yielding any income, and given to or for 
the benefit of, or so as that the same be enjoyed by, different persons ia 
succession, whilst the same shall be so enjoyed in kind only by any 
person or persons not haying any power of selliog or dispoging 
thereof, so as to convert the same into money or other property 
yielding an ineome; but if the same.-shall: be actually sold or 


dispo:ed_ of, or shall come to any person or persons having power to selh: 


or dispose thereof, or having an absolute interest therein, then, and in each 
and every such case, the same duty shall be chargeable and paid thereon asif 
the same been originally given absolutely and with full power to sell 
or dispose thereof, and shall be chargeable upon and paid by the person 
or persons for whose benefit the same shall be sold, or who shall have 
power to sell or dispose thereof, or an absolute interest therein, and shall 
become a debt of such person or persons . . .” It was contended on 
behalf of the commissioners that the section only applied ‘while 
the chattels were in the possession of persons with a limited 
interest under the original settlement, tbat the fourth marquis 


had an absolute interest under the original settlement, and that it’ 


was not possible by successive resettlements to eecape the duty aitogetber, 
It was further contended that the duty was payable not only by the 
fourth marquis, but by the defendants as trustees of the resettlement, 
because they were ms ‘‘ having an absolute interest”’ in the chattels, 
Bliss v. Putnam (7 Beav, 40), Nisbeth’s Trustees v. Learmouth (8 Sc, Ses. 
Cas.,'2nd Series, 69), and Bryan v. Mansion (3 Jur. 473) were cited. 


Tus Covet (Kennepy and Pu.moxe, JJ.) gave judgment for the 


rown. 

Kennepy, J., said that the case was governed by the principle laid down 
in Bryan v. Mansion, and that the defendants were assignees of the fourth 
marquis, who took from him subject to the liability ne would have bees 
under to pay the,duty had he retained the chattels. 

Purtimore, J., said that it did not lie in the mouth of the fourth 
marquis, or thore claiming title under him, to ray that the chattels had 
pot vested absolutely in him. The fourth marquis would have had sn 
absolute interest in them if he had not divested himself of it before it came 
into possession, He could not defeat the right of the Orown by co doing. 
The question whether the defendants were chargeable with the payment 
of the duty was governed by the three decisions cited, especially by Bryan ¥. 
Mansion, ‘The true view of section 14 was that the persons who at the 
moment when the interest actually vested in poscession had the right # 
call for the property were the persons liable to pay the duty within the 
meaning of the section, being tne persons who bad an absolute interest m 
the property, —CounseL, Sirk Finlay, A.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Danck- 
werts, K.O., avd Spencer Butler. Soxicrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Nichol 
Manisty, § Co : 

[Reported by C. G. Witsrauam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Plaintiff) ». THE MAYOR, &., OF 
EASTBOURNE (Defendants). Div. Court. 10th May. 


Revenve—Stame Dury—Prorerty Vestep ny Acr on Purcuasep Unoslh 
SzarvTony Power—Convevance on Sate—Finance Acr, 1895 (58 & 8 
Vier co. 16), 8. 12, 


Special case.. This was.an information on behalf of the Crows 
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recover £443 15s. and interest for duty claimed under section 12 of the 
Finance Act, 1895, in respect of a purchase of property by the defendants. 
On the 19th of April, 1899, an agreement was entered into between the 
Eastbourne Electric Light Co. (Limited) and the defendants, the corpora- 
tion. The company under the Eastbourne Electric Supply Order, 1890, 
confirmed by the Electric Lightmg Order Confirmation (No. 8) Act, 1890, 
had acquired land and erected electric lighting works and provided plant 
machinery, mains, and other appliances, and bad been supplying electri 
energy. By clauce 1 of the agreement it was provided that the company 
was to sell, and the corporation was to buy, the whole of the uni g 
of the company, together with the freehold land and the building thereon, 
with all the works, engines, and plant and machinery, wires, cables, 
pipes, instruments, utensils, tools, and all other gocds and chattels and 
effects belonging to the company. By clause 2 it was agreed 
that the consideration for the purchase should be £82,135 
in addition (by clause 4) to the sums expended by the compan 
in carrying on the undertaking until the day of completion, whic 
additional sums, it was stated, amounted to £6,614 2s. 9d., provided 
always that if the corporation agreed to take into their employment certain 
servants of the company, the corponation should be entitled to deduct from 
the purchase-money the sum of £2,000. The corporation did not take 
these servants into their employment, and the said sum of £2,000 did not 
become deductable. The purchase was to be copied on the ist of 
January, 1900. Of the two rums of £82,135 and £6,614 2s. 9d., together 
meking £88,749 2s. 9d., £37,929 was in respect of goode, wares, and 
merchandize, By section 3 of a Provisional Order, subsequently pented 
by the Board of Trade to the defendants, it was provided that (1) such 
order should not come into force until the Board of Trade should fix a date 
for the commencement of the order; (2) the Board of Trade should fix 
such date when they were satisfied that the undertakers had completed the 
purchase of the ens: section 4 it was provided that the under- 
takers should be the defendants. By section 2 of the Electric Lighting 
Orders Confirmation (No. 19) Act, 1899, the above order was con ed. 
The purchase was duly completed on the Ist of January, 1900; payment 
of the purchase-money being made as to £88,135 on that aay, and 
as to the balance, £614 2s. 94, on the 27th of February following. 
The case stated that the defendants were ready and willing to produce to 
the commissioners a conveyance stamped with ad valorem duty upon the 
consideration, excluding the aforesaid sum of £2,000 and the sum of 
£37,929 in respect of the goods, wares, aud merchandize above mentioned, 
and that, if the production of such a conveyance so stamped would have 
been a compliance with rection 12 of the Finance Act, 1895, the defendants 
had committed no default. The Attorney-General contended that, by 
virtue of the aforesa d order (No. 19), the defendants were authorized to 
purchase the said property, and were therefore bound, within three months 
of the completion (i.c., the let of January, 1900), to produce a conveyance 
of the whole of the said property, including chattels, duly stamped with 
the ad valorem duty payable upon a conveyance on sule of tuch property, 
the whole of which sum of £88,749 2s. 9d. the Attorney-Gen con- 
tended to be consideration for such sale. The defendants contended 
(1) that no duty was payable on the above-mentioned sum of £37,929, 
and (2) that no duty was payable on the above-mentioned sum of £2,000. 
The question for the court was whether ad valorem duty on so much of the 
consideration as represented goods, wares, and merchandize—viz., £37,929 
—and on the said sum of £2,000, was recoverable or not. 

Tue Oourt (Kennepy and Puiiimorg, JJ.) gave judgment for the 
Oro 


wn. 

Kennzpy, J., in giving judgment, raid the contention on behalf of the 
Crown was the correct one. The defendants were bound to produce the 
conveyance of the whole property, including chattels, duly stamped with 
an ad valorem duty. ‘* Property’’ in section 12 of the Finance Act, 1895, 
clearly includes pereonalty, and he, the learned judge, did not see how the 
sum of £37,929, the value of the goods and chattels, could be exempted. 
As to the sum of £2.000, a sum by which the total purchase-money might 
have been reduced if the defendants had taken over certain servants of the 
company, he did not see how that could be exempted either, as the 
defendants never took over those servants. 

Puiturmorg, J., agreed. Judgment for the Crown.—Counsz1, Sir E£. 
Carson, 8.G., and 8. A. T. Rowlatt; J. K. Macoun, and Beaufoi Moore. 
Soxicrrdes, Solicitor for Inland Revenue; H. W. Fovargue, Town Olerk, 
Eastbourne. 

{Repoited by E. G. St1tuweExt, Barrister-at- Law. | 


COLLINS (Appellant) ». THE HORNSEY URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL 
(Respondents). Div. Court. 8th May. 


Puntic Improvements —Namine or New Srreets ny Loca, AvutHoRITy— 
Ricut or Owner or THE Estate—Towns Improvement Cuavuses Act, 
1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 34), s. 64. 


Case stated. This was an appeal from the decision of justices sitting in 
petty sessions at Highgate who convicted the appellant upon an informa- 
tion preferred against him by the respondents for defacing the name of a 
street contrary to the provirions of the Towns Improvement Olauses Act, 
1847. Tne appellant in 1899 was the owner of the Fortismere Estate, a 
building estate at Fortis Green. Early in that year he submitted to the 
respondents plans shewing the positions and names of certain proposed 
new streets on the estate, together with notice of his intention to 
lay out and construct the same. One of the opened, new streets was 
named ‘* Midhurst-avenue ’’ on the plans. On the 10th of July, 1899, the 
appellant received from the respondents notice of approval thereof. 
in August, 1899, the appellant submitted to the respondents plans and 
descriptions of sixty-two dwelling-houses to be e in the said street 
which was named ** Midhurst-avenue’’ on those 8 aleo, and received 
from the respondents notice of approval thereof on the 14th of August, 





On the 25th of the appellant began to erect -houseg in 
the eaid street w! Lad not tie bean datieed bes ely eoaiadl cot tae 
sticks The said street was subsequently formed. At the date of the 


information ten of the houses had been completed and twenty-six were 
course of erection. The name ‘‘ Midhurst-avenue ’’ a the 
appellant in the street at one end thereof by means of a 0a} 
to a post. The street had not been by any other name 
« Oallingwood-avenue,” Dut had, enbeoquently. to, the 13th of eptember, 
‘“ ingwood-avenue,”’ , su to - 
been referred to as ‘‘Midhurst-avenue” im leases and oceania ef 
tenancy relating to houses therein and also in an agreement between 
the appellant and respondents as to sewerage and other works on the estate 
Sdjcining Se estate are the grounds of a jarge house belonging to @ Mr. 
Arnold, known for many years as ‘“ ” and on thé “ 
September the said Arnold objected to the street being called : 
avenue. No other street in the district was so named and no con 
inconvenience arose from it being so named. The respondents on | 
24th of September wrote to the ap’ it. suggesting the street 
called ‘‘ Collingwood-avenue.’’ ‘Lhe lant gave notice in 
he objected to the street 80 On the 5th of 
respondents resolved that it should be called ‘‘ Collingwood-a 
informed the eppeliens they intended t gut up that name in th 
The appellant disputed the right of the respondents to do 


he would remove the name if affixed to bis iy 
street. On the 27th of November the respondents affi 
a 


with the name of ‘‘ Co -avenue”’ thereon to 
of the taid street of which house the appellant was 
appellant on the same day caused this to be 
respondents contended—(1) That they were ‘entitled to 
name by which a new street in their district was to be 
they determined the said street was to be known by the 
wood-avenue,’’ and were entitled oe to cause such 
put up on the appellant’s said house; (3) they were 
the name if they thought proper, and to cause another name to be put 
(4) that the ap ‘t was not entitled to pull down or deface the name 
up by them. e appellant contended that the respondents had no 
to alter the name of the street to the wishes of the 
tbat what they had done was witra vires and illegal. The justices were of 
opinion that the respondents had power under section 64'of the owns 
Improvement Clauses Act, 1847, to determine the name of the street, and to 
put up a board bearing such name on the said house, and that the ——- 
was guilty of an offence under that Act in causing such name to fi 
Section 64 is as follows: ‘*The commissioners shall, from time to time. 
cause the houses and buildings in all or any of the streets to be markea 
with numbers, as they think tit, and shall cause to be put up or painted 
on a conspicuous part of some house, building, or place at or near each 
end, corner, or entrance of every such street the name by ‘such 
street is to be known; and every person who Gertroys, pulls or 
defaces any such number or name, or puts up any number 
different from the number or name pat up by the commissioners, shail 
liable to a penalty not e 40s. for every such offence.”’ Ca 
of Anderson v. Lord Mayor and tion of Dublin’ (15'L, RB. Fr. 41 1 pe 
Day v. Brownrigg (27 W. R. 217, 10 Uh. D. 294) were cited Guring 
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Tus Court (Lord Atvsxsrons, O.J., and Lawzance, J.), in dismissing 
tbe appeal, said there was no decision of the courts on the pointe sed in 
the case. Anderson v. Lord Mayor, &c, of Dublin did not deal the 
case of a new street. Section 64, it was true, did not give the loci 
authority the right to change the name of an existing street, bat was 
not the case here. Having regard to the latter words of the it 
was not open to the appellant to deface the name put up by the authority. 
The duty of putting up the name on a new street rested with the lo 
authority. Appeal diemissed.—Counssx, Naldrett ; Alex. Glen. Soxicttors, 
A, M. M. Forbes ; Tatham § Hardy. 
(Reported by E. G. Stittwew1, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
In the Matter of CHARLES JOSEPH PANTON. Jeune, P. 20th May. 
Unaqua.iriep Person—Contaempt or Courr—Mortion tro Comair. 


This was a motion on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society for an order 
for a writ of attachment to issue against Qhatles Joseph Panton for 
contempt of court under 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s 26, for having acted 
as a solicitor in the action of Jn the Goods of John Edwards Deceased, 
Edwards v. Owen and Another, without being duly qualified so to act, 
contrary to the provisions of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73,8. 2. It appeared 
that on the 18th of December, 1900, a summons was heard ty the 
principal registrar of the Probate Division in the case of Edwards vy. Owen 
and Another, calling upon the defendant to shew cause why a grant of 
letters of admini-tration should not be made to the plaintiff Before the 
hearing of the summons on the 18th of December, search was made ia 
the caveat book at the registry and the only caveat found to be entered ia 
the name of the deceased was one by Charles Joseph Panton who had 
entered the same, not on his own behalf, but on instructions received by 
him from a firm of country solicitors. The caveat bad been entered on 
the 24th of November, 1900, and had been subducted by Mr. Panton on 
the 29th of November. The Incorporated Law Society alleged that a 
Mr. Panton was an unqualified person, his acted in the 
he did amounted to contempt of court. Mr. Panton, who was a mem 
of a firm of law stationers in the Temple, deposed that on the ‘ 
of November, acting on the instructions of Mcesr.. vans & 
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. of Machynlleth, he had lodged a separate form of caveat signed by 
them. Being in ignorance of the process of the court, he entered in the 
caveat book the name and address of the solicitors, but was thereupon 
told by a registry official at Somerset House that it was necessary to give 
a London address. The deponent objected that he could not give his own 
address, as he was a law stationer and not a solicitor, and on the matter 
being referred to a superior official, he was told by that gentleman that it 
was open to anyone to enter a caveat. He then filled in his own name 
and ress, and his firm wrote to the country solicitor saying that they 
had entered it themselves, and added : ‘‘ We informed them (the registry) 
that we were not your law agents, but law stationers, when they replied 
that they could not accept your address for a caveat entered in the 
_ principal registry. Therefore, as the matter was pressing, we altered the 
wording of the caveat to ‘unknown to Oharles Joseph Panton of 2, 
Tanfield-court, Temple E.C.,’ Mr. Panton being one of the partners in 
our firm. If any notices are received by us we will, of course, imme- 
diately communicate with you. Trusting we have acted rightly, &c.”’ 
Mr. Panton deposed that, had he learnt from the solicitors that he had 
done amiss, he would have corrected his error, but they continued 
to correspond with him and finally instructed him to withdraw the 
caveat. Counsel contended that inasmuch as Mr. Panton had, on his 
affidavit, expressed bis deep regret for his mistake, which was com- 
mitted without meaning to be the least, disrespectful to the court, or with 
any idea of encroaching upon the privileges or duties of a solicitor, the 
Incorporated Law Society had acted ina very unreasonable way in not 
first taking the trouble to inquire into the respectability of the firm to 
which Mr. Panton belonged, and which had carried on business in the 
Temple for over a century. They had given him no opportunity of 
explaining matters before taking proceedings, but on Mr. Panton’s being 
served with these proceedings to commit him to prison, he had at once 
given them the above explanation. 

Jzunz, P., in delivering judgment, said that it was clear that the official 
at the registry had made an error, for it was perfectly competent for a 
country solicitor to enter a caveat in his own name, and owing to that 
mistake Mr. Panton made an entry of a name and address which appeared 
to give a false colour to the transaction. The court thought that he did 
nothing more and was perfectly bond fide. The motion would be dismissed, 
and no order for costs would be made.—CovnseL, F. Hollams; L. D. Powles. 
Soxicrrors, E. W. Williamson ; Morice § Blakesley. 


[Reported by Gwrnxe Hatt, Barrister-at-Law, | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW WRITERS’ PROVIDENT INSTITUTION. 


A festival dinner in aid of the old age (pension) fund of the above 
institution was held on Monday evening last at the Holborn Restaurant 
under the chairmanship of Sir Atnext Rout, M.P., LL.D., who was 
supported by Mr. Joseph Addison, Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. E. J. 
Stannard, LL.B., Mr. J. Burroughs, Mr. J. Phillips (president of the 
institution), and Messrs. Henry Peters (trustee), Harry FE. Witherby 
(trustee), J. Gordon-Smith, Wm. Jones, G. C. Busby, Samuel Jones, 
E. H. Oox (treasurer), H. F. Hepburn, H. Basil Oahnsac, W. Kybert, 
J.E. R. Judd, G. Witherby, G. Fry, Alan F. Harwar, E. Marsh Pigram, 
John Wood (vice-president), Helwin Musgrove, G. O. Curtis, T. Kybert, 
J. 8. Mercer, and a large number of members of the institution. 

After the usual loyal and patriotic toasts had been honoured, 

Sir Atsert Rout proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘The Old Age 
(Pension) Fund.’’ He madea masterly appeal for the deserving objects 
of the fund, and his speech was loudly cheered by its hearers. 

Great enthusiasm was also evoked by the toasts of “‘The Legal Pro- 
feesion ” and ‘‘ Our Chairman,”’ the latter being received with musical 
honours. 

During the evening the secretary, Mr. John Holland, announced that 
the subscription list was a record one for the institution, and amounted to 
£270, the festival thus proving a great success both socially and financially. 
Additional donations my be sent to the treasurer, Mr. E. H. Cox, 102, 
Chancery-lane, W.O. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honovrs ExaminatTion.—Apnriz, 1901. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


Frnsr Crass. 
{In order of Merit. } 


Exic Wiis0on, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Walter, of 
Plymouth. 


Szconp Oxass. 
{In Alphabetical Order ] 


Sidney Edgar Baker, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Edward Garrish, of the firm of Messrs. Fussell & Oo., of Bristol. 

Wilfred Parkinson Oartis, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Ernest Brennand, of Bournemouth; and Mr. Frederick W. Emery, of the 
firm of Messrs. Field, Roscoe, Field, Francis, Emery, & Roscoe, + 








Robert Ernest Bentham Lisle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred 

Appleby, of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
ward Albert Moorhouse, LL.B. (Victoria), who served his clerkship 

with Mr. A. J. Squarey, deceased, and Mr. William OCalthrop Thorne, 
both of Liv 1. 

William el who cerved his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Baines, of 
London. 

Arthur Skardon Wearing, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alban 
Gardner Buller, of the firm of Messrs. Buller & Cross, of Birmingham. 

Alfred Ernest Wollard, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Hayward, of London. 

Turrp Crass. 


[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


William Abercromby, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Joseph 
Gradwell, of the firm of Messrs. Gradwell & Co., of Liverpool. 

Norman Alexander Foster, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Edward Gaunt, of the firm of Messrs. Gaunt, Hines, & Bottomley, of 
Bradford. 

Frank Reginald Liscombe, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. 
oe Moore, of Newport, Mon.; and Messrs. Warriner & Oo., of 

ndon. 

William Monkman Maud, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Edwin Stuart Lowden, of Pontefract ; and Messrs. Charles Russell & Oo., 
of London. 

Francis George Robinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis 
Darwin Huish, of Ilkeston. 

Edward Percy Smyth, who served his‘clerkship with Mr. Thomas Percival 
Whately, of the firm of Messrs. Day & Whately, of Godalming; and 
Messrs. Pontifex, Hewitt, & Pitt, of London. 

William Andrew Turnbuli, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Turnbull, of the firm of Messrs. Turnbull & Son, of Scarborough. 

Frank Stanley Ward, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis Oharles 
Ward, of the firm of Messrs. Westhorp, Cobbold, & Ward, of Ipswich ; and 
Mesers. White, Borrett, & Co., of London. 

John Jones Williams, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Edward 
Breese, of Portmadoc. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
Olass Certificates and awarded the following prizes of books : 

To Mr. Wilson—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value about £10; and The Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas. 

To Mr. Wearing—The John Mackrell Prize—value 12 guineas. 

The Council have given Class,Certificates to the candidates in the Second 
and Third Olasses. 

Fifty candidates gave notice for the examination. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphab:tical order) were 
— at the Preliminary Examination held on the 1st and 2nd of May, 


Alderson, Alan Stuart 

Bayley, George Albert 

Beauchamp, Arthur 
Brograve Proctor 

Bennett, David Thomas 

Birks, Gerald Rawson 

Bland, Dennis Farnworth 

Bugg, George Keith, Noél 

Cross, George Henry Knee, George Creasey 

Cruickshank, David John Carmichael Lamonby, Lawrence 

Davis, Edward Lawton, George Hampson 

Day, Thomas Fairchild Lupton, Harold Brownrigg 

Dickson, Edward Oyril Margetts, Lionel Clarke 

Dixon, Frederick Mostyn Bainbrigge Mason, Arnold Telford 

Evans, Evan Ingram Meyler, David William 

Fulton, Grenville Richard Miller, Charles Edwin 

Furnies, Frank Oliver, Eldred 

Gaukroger, Alfred Paris, Frank Tudor 

Geenty, Frank Parkes, Edwin 

Gorton, Henry Conrad Pearce, Arthur Cecil 

Granger. Alwynne George Pinkney, William Ferrier Taylor 

Gray Percy Hayman Poynder, Sydney Alfred 

Griffiths, Toomas Priestman, Benjamin Theodore 

Groner, Woolf Leon Richmond, Thomas Herbert 

Hancock, George Garfield Robinson, Hugh Muschamp 

Hanson, Alfred Ebenezer Saville, Jonas Henry 

Harding, Charles Francis Scholfield, Harold 

Harford, Percy Shorrocks, Hénry 

Harries, Archie De Winton Southeard, William Rapsey 


Hooper, William Henry 

Horner, Arthur Leonari 
William Howarth, Alfred 

Hughes, George Oswald 

Hughes, Hagh Meyric 

Jenkins, Martin Gwyn 

Johnson, Charles Reginald 


Harvey, Leslie Tarleton, Frank 

Headley, John Clifford Tweedale, Alan 

Heane, Richard Henry Walford, John Berry 
Hibbert, Charles Hamilton Way, Hubert Augustus 
Highet, William Thompson Wharton, Lawrence Rhodes 


Hill, Leonard Garerd 
Hodges, William Langham 
Honey, Cyril Alexis 


Wood, Ernest George 
Worsley, William 





The New York Supreme Court is, says the St. James's Gazette, being 
deluged with divorce suits at present. There are 119 cases on the 
calendar, and thirty-eight were disposed of in one day. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


His Hon. Judge Yarz-Lxex died on Friday in last week at the age of 
sixty-two. He was ason of Mr. John Yate-Lee, barrister-at-law, and was 
educated at Emmanuel Oollege, Cambridge. He was cailed to the bar in 
1864 and practised in the Chancery and Bankruptcy Courts, having a large 
practice, and earning a high reputation as a lawyer. He was the author 
of a work on the Law and Practice in Bankruptcy. In 1896 he was 
appointed county court judge for the Macclesfield Circuit (No. 9). His 
death is greatly regretted. 

Mr. Epmunpv Russett Rozerrs, barrister-at-law, died on Saturday 
last, of paralysis. He waeason of the late Mr. 8S. J. Roberts, of Chester, 
and was educated at King’s College, London, and Queen’s Co . 
Cambridge. He was called to the bar in 1862, and for many years had a 
considerable practice at the Chancery Bar. He was a bencher of the 
Middle Temple. 





APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Atrrep Dovstz, ©.0., solicitor, of Fore-street, Cripplegate, E.C., 
who was recently appointed a Commissioner for Cape Colony, has now 
, appointed a Commissioner to Administer Oaths for the Oolony of 
Natal. 


GENERAL. 


The judges (Ridley and Bucknill, JJ.) have fixed the following 
commission days for the summer aesizes on the Northern Oircuit—viz., 
Appleby, Saturday, June 29; Carlisle, Tuesday, July 2; Lancaster, 
Monday, July 8; Manchester, Friday, July 12; Liverpool, Thursday, 
July 25. Mr. Justice Ridley will proceed on circuit alone until Manchester 
is reached, when Mr. Justice Bucknill will join him there. 


Referring to the esteem said to be entertained by a learned judge for 
port wine, a writer in the Daily Telegraph says: “ Did Mr. Justice —— 
seem to like my port ?’’ anxiously inquired a high sheriff who had produced 
specimens of his oldest and best for the delectation of the judges. ‘‘ He 
did what you would expect so upright and conscientious a judge to do,”’ 
said - brother judge. ‘‘ He tried themall patiently, and punished them 
severely.’? 


The following twenty-four candidates have been duly elected members 
of the General Council of the Bar as the result of the recent annual 
election—viz. : Mr. Levett, K.C., Mr. Blake Odgers, K.0., Mr. W. Pickford, 
K.0., Mr. A. T. Lawrence, K.C., Mr. Butcher, K.C., M.P., Mr. Alderson 
Foote, K.C., Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinson, K.C., Mr. T. R. Hughes, K.C., Mr. 
C. F. Gill, K.C., Mr. R. F. Norton, K.C., Mr. H. F. Manisty, K.0., and 
Messrs. R. F. MacSwinney, H. D. Bonsey, William Wills, A. P. Longstaffe , 
Joseph Smith, F. H. Mellor, T. Howard Wright, R. G. Seton, Lancelot 
Sanderson, J. H. Murphy, A. W. Bainton, W. H. Leese, and Ralegh B. 
Phillpotts. There were thirty candidates nominated. 


At the annual meeting of the Building Societies Association on the 13th 
inst., Lord Avebury in the chair, Mr. E. Wood, of the Temperance 
Permanent Society, in moving the adoption of the report, said that so far 
as the Land Transfer Act had affected building societies in the county of 
London, it had, unquestionably, been in the direction of causing delay and 
increasing the expenses connected with mortgage transactions, and, as 
regarded leasehold properties, it was difficult to see any prospect of altera- 
tion in this respect. How far any cheapening of the cost of land transfer 
might result in the case of freehold properties when the titles had become 
“absolute ’’ remained to be seen, and the operation of the Act as regards 
freeholds would be watched with interest. 


It is stated that an interesting discovery has been made at Gray’s-inn. 
Workmen, while making some minor alterations, have come upon an arch- 
way at least 400 years old. They were widening a doorway when they 
came across stretches of carved stone. The stucco was taken away, and it 
revealed beautiful arch of the late Perpendicular style. On each side 
there had been a coat of arms, but the Philistine with the stucco had 
scraped one of them away to make a good surface for his plaster. The 
other remained almost perfect. The arms, which are surrounded by the 
Garter, are those of Charles Brandon, Duke of Suffolk. Searches are 
being made at the British Museum for the purpose of tracing the 
connection of Charles Brandon with the inn. ‘The discovered archway 
8ppears in old prints as the front door of the hall; but it was always 
assumed that the arch had been swept away. 


The Rey. Thomas Perkins, Rector of Turnworth, near Blandford, Dorset, 
desires to call the attention of members of the legal profession to a “‘ sad 
case that has come under his notice, in which a little help is required to 
prevent the children of a solicitor from absolute destitution, and possibly 
irom drifting into a workhouse. He was a singularly upright, honourable 
man, but made an unfortunate marriage. fio was at the time just 
beginning life and work, but his wife by her extravagance and 
teckle:sness d him down to absolute poverty. After a long and 
Paintul illness he died in want at early age, in 1895, leaving four 
children, all quite young. The widow soon married| , and left her 


children on the hands of her parents, who did their best to clothe, feed 
and educate them, but misfortune has fallen upon them, the grandfather 
of the children, owing to partial blindness, is unable to earn money as 
formerly, and he and his family are reduced to sad straits, having to 


recently taken one of the children off their hands, but they are left with 
the other three to care for.’’ 


Mr. Ellett has written a long letter to the Times in reply to a second 
Lewis. In 


letter to that journal by Sir 3 the course of his reply 
Mr. Ellett says, ‘Sir John Gorst refers to a statement made 
by Mr. per read by him at Weymouth last 
year as to the oa of the committee, from which it 
appears that in years 274 cases have been withdrawn 
with the consent of the committee, without report being made, for © 
one or other of two reasons—either (1) that no case of professional 
misconduct has been proved, or (2) that a satisfactory explanation has 
been given and restitution made. Sir George Lewis incorrectly assumes 
that the whole 274 cases were of the latter class. I am not aware of the 
number of cases in that class, or of the facts of those cases, and if I had 
the fullest information as to them I could not, for the reasons 
mentioned, deal with them here; but I may say that the Council wo’ 
welcome any udicial investigation of those cases, and are satisfied that 
they would be found to bee Geen cases of such a trivial character that the 
complainants might o ly be allowed to withdraw them at any stage 
of the proceedings. If they had involved what Sir George Lewis speaks of 
as embezzlement or misappropriation of money or professional misconduct, 
they certainly would not have been allowed to be withdrawn.” 


In the House of Commons on the 16th inst., Mr. Kearley asked the 
Secretary to the Treasury whether, in view of the statement made 
the Secretary to the Treasury on the 28th of May, 1900, that differences o 
opinion existed between the Lord , the late Lord Chief Justice, 
and the late Master of the Rolls as to the application of the retirement 
rules of the Ridley Commission to ‘he cl«rks to the several divisions of the 
High Court, he would ascertain whether such difference of view prevailed 
among those now holding these posts; and whether they could now be 
induced by the Treasury to apply the same rules of retirement among these 
clerks as prevailed in all other public offices: whether he was aware that 
there were 25 clerks on the 5th of April, 1900, between 65 and 75 years of 
age, with 32 to 54 years’ service; and that there were six clerks of over 20 
years’ seniority serving in the same class and on the same pay as at time of 
entry, with ages ranging from 40 to 71 years; and, whether, 
considering the strong opinion expressed by the judge of the 
Probate Court, in common with the late Lord Herschell, in 
favour of retirement rules working automatically, he could state what 
action he proposed to take. Mr. Austen Chamberleia said: I am informed 
by the Lord Chancellor that owing to the doubts which have been 
expressed in high legal quarters as to the power to make a general rule 
applicable to the clerks appointed under the Judicature Acts, it would 
now be impossible to deal with this question without legislation. This 
view appears to have been ehared by the late Lord Herschell, as he 
included this subject in a Bill brought in by him to amend the 
Judicature Acts. 


‘‘ The award of a Victoria Cross to a South African lawyer for gallantry 
in the field is,’”’ says the South African Law Journal, ‘‘a circumstance which 
could not be passed over without notice in these pages, and especialty so 
when the award is a decidedly popular one. Major Charles Herbert 
Mullins, to whom the V.C has been recently awarded, was educated at 
St. Andrew’s College, in Grahamstown, Cape Colony, and later at Keble 
College, Oxford. He chose the law as his profession, and was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple on the 14th of June, 1893. Shortly after- 
wards he went to Johannesburg where, having practised at the bar for a 
short time, he retired from that branch of the ssion and obtained 
edmission as an attorney and notary. At the outbreak of the war he was 
a member of the firm of Hudson, Hutchinson, & Mullins, solicitors, of 
Johannesburg. He joined the Imperial Light Horse on its formation, 
and was appointed Captain. He was in the thick of the fight at Elands- 
laagte, where he displayed conspicuous brav In this engagement 
he was wounded in the chest. He remained with his regiment in 
Ladysmith throughout the siege, and during the latter days, having 
recovered from his wound, he was stricken down with enteric fever. 
Shortly after the relief of Ladysmith he recovered sufficiently to rejoin 
his regiment, part of which was ordered round to Kimberley, vid Cape 
Town, to take in the advance of the flying column under Colonel 
Mahon for the relief of Mafeking, and at this time he receivei promotion 
to the rank of Major. A day or two before the historic siege of Mafeking 
was raised, Major Mullins was again wounded, this time dangerously, the 
bullet lodging in close proximity to the spine, thus disabling the legs. 
He was removed to Deelfontein hospital, where an operation was success- 
fully performed ; then he was taken to his parents’ home in Grahamstown, 
where he now is. Recovery has been slow and is not yet complete.” 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULT OF SALE. 

Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold, at the Mart, on the 23rd inst, Ten Freeholds in 
Chestaut-avenue, Forest Gate, £2,330: Two Freeholds in Ellesmere-street, , £570 ; 

Villa in B and Two Dwelling: houses in and 
Canning Town, £320 and £125; a Residence Victoria-park, ; a Dwelling-house 
in Bioomfield-road, Mile a Two Houses ly oe Londoa £410, 
and Tw., with a Warehouse, in Market-street, Poplar, Result of sale, £5, 








WaknIne TO InTENDING Hovse Purcuasers aNp Lessuzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary 
Tested and Reported w by an 
Oo, (H. Carter, C.E., ), 65, 
quoted on recei t of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
“* Sanitation,’’ . Telephone, “ No. 316 Westminster.”’—[Apvr.] 








pawn household effects to procure money for food. The mother has 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep tx CHancery. 


Ez. Ba WK. Laven (x | Ligu mga Begee re Leh way on or before June 24, to 
their addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Josh 
v Aihiance chmbrs, George st, Sheffield, Broomhead & Co, Sheffield, solors for 


Pesebom, ieeree tue foe winding ob ted pd 10, Ctnostod to be hand ae 
Basing’ ssolor. Notice of appearing m 
tha Store not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of f June 4 ed 
or & Co, Lrurrep — Creditors are required, on or before June 28, to send 
and. addresses, and the i their debts or claims. to Charles 


iculars 
“pi 5 PA one A, eae — require, on or solors for liquidator 
ae ey pee 
diseoen, and the paticalars of Mheir Scbie or claims, to award “Watts 
and st, Southampton. Hallett & Martin, ee 









to 
Yor« Corx ae Co, Laaree (ux Voturtary Losorpszees) —(eoaios 
on or before June send their names and addresses, and the lave of thes debts 
a to John Seas 20, Blake st, York. Cowling & Swift, York, solors for liqui- 
‘or 


Lonion Gasétte.—Torspay, May 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lnarep rm CHarcerr. 


ALbratTa ae wd aon ye SyNDICATE, og for windin: be ge presented May 13, 
directed to be heard on June 5. Seal & Edgelow, 7, Serjeants’ st, solors for 


_Tiesstorscon ot thy Epprorsing mast seach the «hd AR yy 
Lavypry to, ap aay pe nor wh are required on or before June 29, to send 


thetr names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Colonel Peter 
Aubertin, The Weir, Alresford, Hants. Shield & Mackarness, solors for liquidator 
Ano1o-Byssiax Corer Misine Syxpicate, Lourep (ix Liquipation)— itors 
required. on on or before July 31, to send their names and addresses. and 
Gedts or claims, to Leonard Halliday, 117, Bishopsgate st Within. 


st, 
Byrreet Estates, Liwrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send their 
fea tah addrenued, and the partioulars of of their debts or claims, to Benjamin Sydney 
10, Coleman st. Goddard & Co, ®t Michael’s aliey, Cornhill, solors to liquidator 
ag eng ede, Coat Co, Lunmrep (ix Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Sages ond oDieeaee, with So0k ulars of their debts or claims, 


* to peg tou y Stan hinene bd! Kingston on 
CHARLES & Bons, Taareep (Honley, Yorks, Wasllen Manufacturers) —Creditors are 
the ae tee Within Bont names and the particulars of 


Tesses, and 
to Wiltiam Henry Armitage, 23, John a st, Huddersfield 
mre Rn Way, Lourrep (1x acess — -Cn d, «n or before 





their names and addresses, and the particulars of of their debts or claims, 
Field Tavenor, $ and 5, Queen st. Blair & Girling, Basinghall st, solors to 


Kuan Serce Manxvracturixe Co, Limrsp (1x Votuntary Ligu snasnen)— Cones are 
. on or before June 16, to send their names aod addresses, and the particulars of 
debts or claims. to Waiter ‘Gath Prudential B bidgs, Nottingham 


Lascasnire ——— Assocration, Lrmtzp—Petn for windieg up, presented a _ 
ied to to be heard on June 5. Beyfus & Beyfus, 69, Lincoln's i inn fields, 
Se ee = posses mat reach the above-named not later than 6 0” in the 
une 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 17. 
Bircu, Arrave, Church rd, 4 ee Butcher June 10 Birch v Birch, Farwell, J 
Bharp, Parliament st, W: 


London Gazette,—Turspay, May 21. 
Watt, Groncr, Fouth Beddington, Surrey June 20 Haig & Cov Wall, Byrne,J Oross- 
man, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn nad 1d a 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 30. 
ae ~~ Ropert Brackxexsvury, Northam, Southampton, Grocer June 24 Newman, 


Asuworrtn, CuaRies Eozrtrox, Knutsford, Chester June 12 Eaton, Manchester 
Baxzn, Ricnazp, Plymouth, Merchant June 30 Wilson, Plymouth 

Brows, Uzvi, West Gorton, nr Manchester, Yeoman May 31 Taylor, Macclesfield 
Curcnitzy, Groncr. Halse, nr Brackley, Noithampton, Farmer Juneé Pellatt & Pellatt, 
a Cameron, Crockham bill, nr Edenbridge June 1 Hunter & Haynes, 


Lineoln’s ion 
Cotretr, Devcit14 Rosauusp, West Kinby, Chester May 30 Cragie, Liverpool 


Corrixé, &zeras Jonx Vertixc, Ryde,I of W June7 Vincent, Ryde 
Coox, Axx Sarees, Colville ter, Bayswater May 25 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, 


Coorsr, Fazpenicx, Lower Sydenham, Dairyman June 2 Jobson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Curusgar. Joszrn, Ball's Pond rd, Islington June 15 Crombie & Sons, York 

Dean, Aticz, Freemantle, Southampton June8 Waller, Southampton 

Exweuy, Wittiam Cuanies Bovey, Brighton June1 Wigan & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
bite es Warren, area Wilts, Wine and Spirit Merchant May 31 Mann 


Excey. ‘apecwanrrn, Brossley, Salop, Brisk Manufacturer June 18 Potts & 


Fitz, Gronoz, Jane? Windeatt & Windesitt, Totnes 

Gavroas, 16 Col Paaxcis Cuantes, Holland Parkay Jume1 Holt, Gray’s inn sq 
Harz, Puogse, Brighton June 10 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

Hoaa, Wii1ak Hexny, Snaresbrook, Berex May 25 Edwards & Sons, Moorgate st 
Houxis, Josern, Maida Hill West June1 Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row 

HoWs, Baran, Nottingham Juce! Acton & Marriott, Nottingham 


I Bx, Rising Bridge, nr Heslingden, Lancs May 31 Woodcock & Sons, 


Joxza, Rhymney, Yon May $1 Morgan & Co, Cardiff 


Kat, Marrua, Wimborne Minster, Dorset June6 Dibben, Wimborne 

Lawsoy, Atrrep, Liverpool Juneé Bremner & Co, Liverpool 

Levy, Meyer, Manchester June 24 Innes, Manchester 

Licutroor, Emanve, Huyton, Lancs, Farmer Junel Cleaver & Co, Liverpool 

Perkins, Evizangetu, Coventry May 81 Weodcock & Co, Coventry 

Moony, Sans Mits, Cromwell rd, South Kensington, Solicitor June1l Roche & Son, 
e 


wry 
Scorr, MarrHa, Glastonbury, Somerset May 24 Bulleid & Nixon, Glastonbury 


Saer-iztp, Resecca, Edgbaston, Birmingham June4 Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 


Srep_e, ABRAHAM ALEXANDER MALLinsoN, Leeds, Dressmaker May 25 Scott, Leeds 
Swrrn, Francis Teswant. Wellington, Durham, Joiner May 15 Chambers, Durham 
Surrn, Frepericx, Birmingham May 81 Edge & Ellison, Birmicogham 


mer JouN ceomre, Willesborough, Kent, Licensed Victual'er June 1 Kingsford & 
A Kent 
Tnouss. ILLIAM Luson. Chertsey May3i Thomas, Clement's inn 


Sutery, Boome. | Stow Bardolph, Norfolk, Farmer May 25 Reed & Wayman, Down- 
em Mar! 
Worratt, Ricwarpv, Habourne, Wo cester June 29 Burcher & Son, Kidderminster 


London Gaszette.—Fripay, May 8. 
Acxroyp, Joun, Midgley, nr Halifax, Overlooker June6 Humphrys & Co, Halifax 
Anyoup, Mary Ayn, Milton next Gravesend May18 J & J C Hayward, Dartford 


Axrorp, Cuarues Ixes, Streatham, Upholsterer’s Manager June 10 Phillips, Pater- 
noster sq 
BaTLey, Gosnet, Huddersfield May 31 Grisdale, Huddersfield 


Boro, Jura, Rock Ferry, Chester June1 Carruthers, Liverpool 
Buntine, James, Derby Janell Gadsby & Co, Derby 
Buen, Rosert, Seghill, Northumberland, Grocer Juneé Mather & Dickinson, Newcastle 


on 
Caswer., Henry, West Bromwich, Works Manager May13 Jones, Wednesbury 
CLARKE, Spepeeve Frepegicx, Leamington, Cotton Broker June 1 Wright & Co, 


10R 
Daxins, Francesca Maria, Tunbridge Wells June8 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Davies, Ricuarp, Handsworth, Fancy Glass Dealer June12 Freeland, Birmingham 
Dives, Gzonaz, Ormond yd, = Ormond st, Cab Proprietor May 31 Evans & Co, 
Theobslds rd, Bedford ro 
Doxatpson, James Youna. Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Surgeon Col June8 Holtby & 
Procter, New et, Yorks 
Daina, ELizaBETH, Warboss, Huntingdon June3 Hunaybun & Sons, Huntingdon 


ee - PS arg Iikley, Yorks, Livery Stable Proprietor May18 Beldon & Ackroyd, 
ee dford 


Exuis. Frepexicx Srarraivce, Torquay June 15 Corbould-Ellis, Clements In 

Eretu, Mary, Canterbury Junel Mercer, Canterbury 

oa“ Cuarnies Horace, Birkdale, Lancs, Colliery Proprietor June 20 Peace & 
Fow er, ke, Priccess rd, Kilburn June 22 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
GairviTH, Joan Wit.1am, Camberwell, Doctor Junel Leefe & Leefe, Chancery In 
Sa, Se Wiit1am, Lower Swell, Glos June 15 T & A E Mace, Chipping 


1) 
Ho.ianp, James, Manchester, Warehouseman May 17; Field & Cunningham, Manchester 
Ho.resmany, Jony, Piaiktow, Essex May 81 Mundell, Godliman st 
Incu.ey, Janz, Nottingham May2i1 Maples & McCraith, Nottingham 
Inwin, Francis, Colchester Junel4 Prior & Young, Colchester 


Jacxmax, Toomas £1TH Harrison, Stoke Newington rd, Physician June 15 Jackman, 

8t Martio’s In. Coaring | ‘ross 

ee: Joun | Kiogston on Thames Junel5 Johnstone & Wiley, Warwick 
Regent st 


Joxzs, Barrow, Whitchurch, Salop, Wine and Spirit Merchant May8i Etches & Lee, 
Whitchurch 


Jongs, Partie SHELvon, Bromley, Corset Maker May 381 Forbes & Son, Fenchurch st 
Kermope, Artruur Corrtox, ane, Colony of Victoria June 7 St ‘Barbe & Co 
Delahay et, Weetm 


Kent, seed Bedford Jun® 16 Tebbs & Son, Bedford 

Kens, 8anan Frances, Blackpool) May 3i Jeans & Son, Warrington 

Larne, Davin Tyere, Little 8t James st, Piccadilly June13 Savidge, Walbrook 

Lewry, Joun Epwarp, Liverpool June14 Smith & Son, Liverpool 

Lioyp, Frepgric Witu1am Nexson, Aldermanbury July 1 Hughes & Co, Budge row 

Sean, Wacsan Bane, Commercial rd, Butcher May 31 Turner & Co, Leaden- 
6 


Maxcy, Exizasetu, Malvern July1 Marcey & Co, Bewdley 

MarsHa., Tuomas, Rye, Builder May 20 Smith 

New.anp, Epwarp, Warwick st, Solicitor June 24 Rayner, New inn, Strand 

Ports, James, Stockport, Cheshire, Ironmonger June 1 Mawdsley & Hadfield, South- 


port 

Roaxt, Heyzy, Fulham May 31 Mills, Chancery la 

Romaxo, Atrnonso Nicoiixo, Strand June 1 Wilson & Co, Broad Court chmbrs, 
Co’ 


Joven: 
Ross, Epwarp, Birmingham, Brewer and Maltster June 22 Rabnett, Birmingham 
Teaspe., Joun, Manchester, Manufacturer June 18 Ogden, Manchester 
Coors. Rad Carlisle, Provision Stores Manager June8 Blackburn & Main, 
Saernenp, Wicriam, Lordship rd, Stoke Newington June10 Andrew & Co, James st, 


Bedford row 
Skinner, Mary Ayn, Cheltenham June 3 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 


Sweevey, Wittiam James, Liscard, Chester May 15 Steinforth, Liverpool 

Thagapes. Joun Porxis, Whitehall ct June 10 Campbell, & Parry, Jermyn st, St 
‘ames’s 

Turtox, CHARLOTTE, Southampton June15 Chavasse, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Watton, Tuomas, Stockton on Tees May 30 Langley, Stockton on Tees 

Wittetr, Grorcz Waren, Brighton, Brewer May 31 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

London Gazette—Turspay, May 7. 

Appa, Joux, Kingston upon Hull, Upholeterer June6 Thompson & Co, Hull 

Axcner, Atice 8anaun, Stanton by Bridge, Derby June 20 Smith & Co, Ashby de la 

BorxwEut. Mancanret, Camberwell Workhouse June 10 Thompson, Skipton, Yorks 


Box, Gzonor, Batley, York, Cab Proprietor June 29 Brearley, Batley 
Brooxs, Epwarp Zoserass, Grenada, West Indies, Colonial Treasurer July 16 








Lay Lion sq 
Brooxs TA} 4-9 Castletown road, West Kensington July 16 Bridges & Co, 


Red Lion #4 
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aig eo Epwakrp, Frittenden, nr Staplehurst, Kent, Farmer June15 East, 


upton, Lucy Mary, Southsea June17 Wadeson, Portemouth 
aaron, Wiiiiam, Ousby, Cum June 4 Arnison & Co, Penrith 


Cumberland, Yeoman 
Davizs, ee, Seer Lower, nr Newrort, Monmouth, Geol booms June 24 
hichards, Cardiff 
Drake, i Tyrwairt, Amersham, Bucks June10 Gedge & Co, G; George 


inster 
Ewvet, ne Boston Spa, Yorke July 1 Taylor & Co, ee. 
nIGHT, JouN, Lavender bill, , Mason June 10 man st 

JARDNER, JOHN, Hadley Wood, nr Barnet, Herts May 31 Eheohy, Colon & Co, Arundel st, 
sir 

GoLpsMITH, an Witiam, Canterbury, Licensed Victualler June 1 Mercer, 
canter’ 

GosTLING, — Joux, Stoke Ferry, Norfolk, Butcher Jane 3 Mellow, Downham 

Gurrees, You Joun, Flood st, Chelsea, Cab Proprietor June 8 Driver, Warwick ct, 


ray’s 
Heaty, JamMEs, a Redcliffe rr + Oct 1 Fooks & Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s mn 
Hocues, Percy Joux, Ligat Col lst Batt Cameronians June 1 Hopgoods & Dowson, 


Hoxt, James, Monmouth June 10 tule 

Kerrie, Joun, Davyhulme, Lancs June lou & Co, Manchester 

Lgay, CHARLOTTE Annz, Cheltenham June24 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 

Manoyey, Trmorry, ty od June4 Le Brasseur & — ord Mon 

MunsDEX, Txomas Buy Ms 81 Pickstone & Jones, Bi 

O’Cosor, CATHERINE ead ad 81 Biount & Co, 2 Arundel 

PaRKINsON, Hannixr, Bootle, Lancs June 80 Pennington & ivegoo 

Purmson, osune BYBE, Uxbridge rd, Newsageat June 8 eee % Holborn 

wi 

Rawssortom, Estuzn Gt Malvern August6 Bullock & Co, Manchester 

Riier, WiLL1aM, Dunster, Somerset June1l Incledon & Vo, Minehead, Somerset 

Srusss, ANNIE BLIZABETH, , Devon, Staffa June 3 Exitos. Shifnal, Salop 

Taayt, Parr, = von. Lay 4 Ma: Hurrell, Kmgsbridge 

Voss, Epwarp, yony Oe une 1 & Martin, Beading" 

Waker, Mary ann, cheffield sone 1 Taylor & Co 

WeatgertEy, ALICE ee Cuanpos, Teignmouth June 10 Weatherley, Old 
Serjeante’ inn, Chancery 

Dawson, Laura Feuicia Susan aR Oxford Junel1 Blake & Co, Serjeants’ inn, 


Fleet st 
Witt1ams, ArTHuR Davin, Turin, Italy June 24 Cunliffes & Davenport, Chancery In 
Wiiiraxs, Joun, Bethesda June 8 Roberts & Davies, Carnaryoa . 
Wi1ams. Lovisa (auLpeER, Charles st, Trevorsq Juce 8 Child & Chi'd. Sloave st 
Wisox, WitL1aM Seeking Mes Moor, nr York, Farmer May 20 Maw & Redman, Huli 
Wirnens, Cuarizs, Bath, Licensed Victualler June 10 "stone & Co, Bath 

London Gazette.—Fripay, May 10. 


Anruve, CuHantoTTre Axnz, Newtown Junei17 Powell, Bovteen, Meatgeey 
AssER, RICHARD, Hackney Wick June 15 Miller, 
Bacon, Henny, "paling J June 24 Dinn, Greshom bides 
acon, WILLIAM, i rhea June 10 Blair& WB B Cues. Basinghall st 
SEDFORD, ‘tHOMAS WiLL14M, Oxford June 24 Galpia, Oxford 
LUCK, Epaar, Brighton Jane 16 Kendall & Co. Urey st Lincoln’s inn 
SOUCHER, HaRRiEr, Sandford on Thames June 24 Galpia, Ozford 
BRADBURNE, Exiza Mary, Lichfield, Staffs bay 1 Wood & Bourne, Southam 
Brapex, CHARLES, Brentford June 1 Ruston & Co. Brentford 
Browx, WittiaM, Tunbridge Wells June 24 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 
Canter, Henry, — Oxford June 24 , Oxford 
CoLz, SKELTON, She: field, Mercer and Draper ‘une 30 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
Craic, Davin, Colchester June 20 White & Bon, Tolchester 
D'EiouTuat, Baron Emitz, Gironde, France June 10 ae | & Co, Old Jewry 
Dickeys, Harrizt, Y Dulwich Jeno 15 Grant & Co, 3 
Dinciey, Jonn, Walthamstow June6é Stocks, West Hendon 
Fiarr, Eicuarp, Gable st Juce 7 Stones & Co; Fiosbury circus 
Forpes, Jonny, Uckfield, Job Master June 15 Thomsons & Co, Cornhill 
Forstzr, Joux Reay, Newcastle upon Tyne, Civil Eogineer June 21 Wilkinson & 





Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Fryer, Tomas, Preston, Farmer June 21 Bente, Uppiogham 
Furry, Carazuine, L ton June 22 Hartcup Arundel st, Strand 


Gostinc, FReperick Joun, Stoke Ferry, Novick, utcher June 3 Mellor, Downham 


‘ket 
lien, Wee Jane AnnABELLA, Prestbury Hall, Chester June17 Freer & Co. Leicester 
Mavpz, NaTHaniz1, Stalybridge. Na et Grocer June 24 Buckley & Vo, Stalyb idge 
Monpay, Anyixz, Preston May 23 Thee & Oakey, Preston 
Newrox, Samvet, Norwich Aug 30 K & Co, Lg ae 
Patuer, Gzorce, Weston super Mare JuneS Ford. W 
Parker, JAMES, Hili Park, Saddler June *. Webb & Co, a Ra Regent st 
rrr, WitLiaM Barsorrze, Chirk, Denbigh June 3) Wilkinces 8 New- 


le upon Tyne 
Prz., bed Yates, Cheltenham June15 Walls & Stallard, Old Jewry 
Ratigy, Mary Anna, Adderbury West, Oxford June8 Davis, Northam 

Rivuzr, Witu1aM, Alcombe, Uunster, Somerset June 1 Badeden & Co, 

Saursox, FREDERICK, Catford May 9 Bdwards & Co, Lawrence ln, 

Sruuick, WILLIAM, Bristol June 10 Stevens, Bristol 

SuackLEron, Yuma, Halifax June 8 Dey, Halifax 

Sumver, Mary Doucias, Hampstead June 24 Farrer & Co, yt inn fields 

Sues, Joszra Gustavus, Weymouth June3 Bowen & pe. Ween 

Tawairz, Bensamin, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks July 1 ber & Oliver, B ighouse, 


Yor! 
Uxwix, ‘Fates Jarvis, Halstead, Eesex, Farmer Junel Fi Bedford row 
Usuen, JANE MsRinEA, Newcastle upon Tyne Junelv Gibson & Co, Lincoln's inn 
ge 2 T CiArissa, Wilton ores, Belgravesq May 2 Radcliffe & Co, Vraven 
o 
Viver, Ropert Saves, Nottingham, Railway Manager June lé Viner, Pinner 
Watuxstzx, Bicnarp Joszru, South Weala, Eearx June 19 Withers & Withers, 


Arundel st, 
Wisams, Eizazzs, Mountain Ash, Glam, Contractor June 15 Walter Morgan & Co, 


Waians, omas Joun, Lianelly, Solicitor May 23 Williams & Watkinson, Lianelly 
Wits, Joux, Seacombe, Chester June 1? O’Sare, Liverpool 

Wonaatp, Jouy, Ben Rhydding, Yorks ome 12 Steward & Fon, Lesds 

Woartey, Joux, Sheffield June1 Cl-gg & Sons, Sheffield 


Lendon Gasetie.—Tunspay, May 14. 


drornsx, Tuomas, Bramhall, Chester, Mechanical Engineer July 14 Addyman & 
vans, Leeds 
ALExaxpeR, Tomas, Barcelona, m June12 Godden & Co, Old a domy 
fitcock, Groner, Stalbam, Norfolk Junel6 » Norwich 

4LDING, Jesse. Kingston upon Hull Tune 90  Uederwod, Halt 
Beatz, RurH Brighton Juve 10 Hillman, 
Cuaruan, Susanxan, Brighton June 24 i Howlett. & Clarke, 

LARKE, Hareixt, Pakenham, Suffolk July 1 Comins, Great nd at 
Oooxx, A Deverevx, Brixton rd, Butcher June 24 Fallows & Rider, Latcster 


Corrs, 3 eee Cuarves, Denford, Northampton . Thrapston 
Counpw ELL, Joun Josern, Farmer, and Hannan Fone neat Hail’ or Penistone 
June 12 Smith & Co, 
Goursox, Roperr, York June 15 Hoitby & Proctor, York 
UNDELL, Richarp SMITH, Cie orth, Oxford, Yooman July 9 Thame, Oxon 
ANIEL, Gone, Birmingham June 12 Mitchell & Willmot, 





Dosrow Graves. Stratford, ny Juae 10 Prestons, Stratford 
i Gx. 
King’s 


op, Victoria st, westminster June 21 Robinson & Bradley, 
Biscvi, Waren Paner and Cusaias Honor Hove, Labourer, both of Chapeltown, nr 


Hipae. ee, cen, Oblienhasn 4 ome a1 Pest G bo & . 
‘ LK 
EANE, Za WALKER, “eater & 0», ~ 


Bvonse, Taouas. Histon dene 14 June 14 
Siamuiar ae toe oe ee 5 a a : 
Jzrrery, Wiii1am, Tunbridge Wells, Monumental Mason June 15 Robb, Tunbridge 
Jurusox, Sir Arazp, RN, Bolton st, Piccadilly Jupe 14 Lethbridge & Prior, 
Jon “Cuanca Jans, Weymouth, Locometive napectar June 15 Fletcher, Olifford’s 
Eee dae eed ei las Be Seay Pe 

Loock, Radcliffe, Lancs, Chip Potato June 8 Mann & Rooke, 


Manrspen, Jony 
Mansa, Janes, Bt Helens J odode & Rose, 9 Helens 
Nea ae, eee souwal, Motta, Commental Teawiier June? Helbucck, 


Derb: 
Manzrtin Miny, High st, Batterses June 3 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury 





























Mixzs. mbieside, W: June 12 Heelis & son, 
Nicuo.som, uizasera, Bast Notts July1 Mee & Oo, Retford 
NicHoLson, Magy, Plymouth June9 Woolleombe & Sona, 








Pearce, Epwarp Henry, Weat Op Binatertom 
Wi New York, USA 
bocnoliee Wostchesten jew ork, t Copeman 


PERSON, JOSEPH Roanet, F New 
Poorer, Mary AXxN, Banow on the Hill, Dealer Lhe Fay 3 A — Haniow 
Preasty, Resecca Cecit, Blackheath June 5 Mask 


Prest, Exrce, Prestwich, Lancs June 10 
Ratt, ANTONIO STEPHEN, Farnborough yy June 10 
Rexp, Witu1m, Lifracombe, Tailor June 17 


Ross, Peng.ope ANN Born, Ipswich June 4 Bo dermere 
SuTH, Samvet, Bury, Woollen Draper May 31 Holt & 
TaYLOB, AGNES, Ambleside, Westmorland June 14 es Tes, 
Water, Gzonce, Upper Holloway, Meat Salesman June 
W Ma 4 Gingham rd June 24 hg ls 
HIT! RY. une 
Warrraxss, Tuomas Hayes, Slenadeit, Bev ane 9 =e 2" Bedford row 
Witmor, Watters Bexsamin, Brixton rd 
Woop, Gzorcer, Stockwell, Builder ee 
Apams, Wituiam Atragp, Fairholt rd, Stoke Newington, Commigsion Agent June 17 
Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Apgeton. Lavra Exiex, South Seapine June 24 Baghes, Migmeon FA 
ALOOF, Vavip, Uakley rd, Islington June 24 Lindo & Oo, ay Cizene 
Baciarp, Samus. Geores, Stroud, Farmer June 15 —, 
Barsporr, AvcustT, Pembridge sq, Merchant June 29 & Oo, Rime vig 
Bienuars, Banas CuEtssa, Gosport, Hants, Boot Maker July 1 Go, ¢ 
mo 
BrntsaM, THomas Hotioway, Rochester June ae Co, Brigtten 
b ca boroueh 












































Boves, James, Scarborough June 28 } & Co, 

BricNaLt, Epwagp, Brooxiand, Kent, Farmer May 80 Halett-& Co, As }, Kent : 
Cuampers, Joan Henry, Nottingham June20 Wells & as , 
Crack, Rey Witt1am Courtsnay Howarp, 16 © Kiteons & Co 







uay 

Circe, WILLIAM. Sowerby Yorks, Tailor May 31 sarin, Sowerby Bridge 

Corie, Toomas Hearne, ort Wimbleton June lé cork, 8 in 

Fricker. Epwarp, Imber, Wilts June7 Wakeman & Warmioster 

Gaxpines, RAacuEt FLoRENce, +, July . Stamp Co tentees Honiton 4 

Guoster, WILLIAM, lst Batt al Irish Regiment .June 10 Richar’son & 
i.) 


Dublin 
Gosuse, Avs Manta, Portnall rd, Kilburn July 1 Rexworthy & Co, Cheapside 
Haiam, Henry by se Lyme ay oh 6 Saeue &E 72k eal 
















Hatuxa, ay 





Har.ey, te re N my, Wine = t Ba. 4- 24 
Heyianp, ADELINE a oF 
Hooiey Davin, Lymm, an tk ene 






Hucues. Joux, Warrington, Licensed Victualler June 29 Browne & ae 


, sen, New W. Oxford June 2¢ Galpin, Oxford 
cos — pe Renee ya Danger Juve 19 Mason & Co, Gresham st 


Kent, & a Hastioags June 18 ma. Hastings 

MansmaLisat. ee Tacx, Ealgee Denke, Back Manager Jem 1 Begu, 
Macau mg wh seatanten oh, Hanover sq, Barrister at Law July 1 Collyer-Bristow 
Maoxenziz, ANNA eon Mention. Deven, i 15 a Ca: Benito ine ‘tal 


Maaryy, Cuartes Joun, Cirencester 
Marcuam, Joun Exnast, Port Tusebeth, Gape cage Ueaeear Say 18 Chaplin & Uo, Grace- 


eburch st 
Bucnaet, Henry Leonarp, Upper Norwood June 30 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford 


Ps Y, Gnonox, Hundsfielé, nr oe Macstenteld Jams Juve 12 May, Macclesfield 
eeres 18 ‘Bnvat, Newman st, Oxtord at, Dealer in Photographic apparatus June 17 


atkins Sackvin 
Sen, ae yt * Tanchiester, Iron Merchant June 24 Hockin & Oo, 


ancbester 

Ross, Ft Pool one Innkeeper June 18 WIJS&TAS 
Scott, eC: 

Sa.z, Rev. Epwaro Tow» sewn, Move, Sussex June 30 Boxall, Brighton 

Guueet, baneenece usven, Liverpool rd Juhe 18 Satcheli & Uhapple, Queen st, 


Cheapside 
Saixner. Groner. Brompton rd, Clothier a 1 rote 6 ek 


Sirs. CHARLES gy 


Withy, 
Suit, Retugr, Oxford + ee; a 16 H & WRB Pearson, Malton, 


Sa Ann, =. 
Swaces, James. Tollerton, Yorks, Farmer July 1 Wetkinson, You 
Tuomsor. Francis, West Hampstead June 2 Hughes, Edgware 
fuorngiLe, Mary Backise. Chape!, Lancs 7 5H On Mancbente 
Tuck, WiLL1aM Hewsry, Bvscom be, Hants June 24 Millie 
Varwey. Mania, Oxford 7 Galpia, Oxford 
- Joun, Bumingham, Jeweller = 30 ate S Oy Mamet 
‘ATERS, Mary, Brid Doreet June 15 Smith, 
WEvpricx. goonan, Se , Waterman June 13 mot Grimsby 
Warrine. Wittianm, Bath, Merchant June 24 
Wiaiams, ag th July 18 Roscoe & Christopher at, Fins- 


Wi.soy, a ad Bradford August 1 Vint & Co, Bradford 























































Worma.p, Jonx, Ben Rbydding, Yorks June 12 Steward & Son, Leeds 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivar, May 17. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 


Assen, Lvoa, Barbican, Merchant High Court Pet 
april 30 Ord May 14 
Bent, Cuartes HeErseErt, irae Tobacco Factor 
Uneer, 


Liverpool Pet April27 Ord Ma 
Bowpitcu, Joszrx Dvrpey, Dorset, Baker 
Pet May 2 Ord May 13 
Joun Barssey & Vo, Martin’s lo, Cannon st High Court 

Pet Feb 22 Ord May 14 : 
CanneLtt, Water, Norwich, Butcher Norwich Pet 
May 2 


Ord May 14 

Catum, Emmy Mary, Leicester, Dressmaker Leicester 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Cuiements, Heesert, 2 Ej Watchmaker Col- 
chester Pet May 13 RP yg 13 

Coorg, Davin, Sudbury, Suffolk, Builder Colchester Pet 
April 24 Ord May 13 

CovrE «HARLES, Doncaster, Wheelwright Sheffield Pet 
May 16 Ord May 15 

Covzy, Ernest Gzorce Wrsrants, Sevenoaks, Farmer 

‘anbridge Wells Pet May 16 Ord May 15 

Cury. HERBERT, Guybirn, nr Wis Cambs, Baker 
King’s Lynn Pet May1 Ord May 18 

Dyson, Jous Wiiiam, and Epcar * re Suaw, Bradford, 
Stockinette Manufacturers Bradford Pet May 15 

y 

Fox, Wit.1am James, Romsey, cag oy Merchant South- 
ampton Pet May 16 Orda May 15 

Gutman, Henry Haunis, Kingston upon Hull, Commission 
Agent Kingston upon Huli Pet Mayi13 Ord May 13 

Grace, Jonn Wi.uiam, Steeple —* ord, Grocer 
Oxford April24 Ord May 14 

Gaanam, Jounston Moreton. St Pac aa Auctioneer High 
Court Pet May13 Ord May 13 

Hacxmay, Waiter Groras, <p =P nate, Butcher 
Portamouth Pet May13 Ord May 

a, Wi.iiam, Heywood Bolten vet May 1 Ord 


y 15 
Hicks, Davip, Forestbourne, Lytchett ae Market 
Gardener at Pet May 18 Oxi Ord May 


vision Dealer Brighton 
Pet May 15 ‘Ord May 15 
Hveues, Davin, Taff’s Well, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Pontypridd Pet May14 Ord May 14 
Hont, Fraxcis, , Grocer Bridgwater Pet May 
15 Ord May 15 


Kirkman, Gzorce, Nether Heage, Derbys, Farmer Derby 

ey May 13 Ord May 13 
x, Frepericx Joun, Wivenhoe, Essex, Teacher of Music 
ichester Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Lzarer, gem ADOLPHUS —— Commission Agent 
Linooln fet May 14 Ord May 14 

LonomireE, Pn med Ambiente rary Grocer 
Kendal Pet May15 Ord May 15 

MazsHa.t, ey Uxbridge, Dealer Windsor Pet 
Mayll Ord Ma, 

Martin, THomas, neiten, nr Davenham, Baker Crewe 


Pet May 3 Ord May 13 
Mave Cyrus, Gloucester, Fish Merchant Gloucester 
Pet 5 Ord May 18 
am rt xk, Catford, Kent, Butcher Greenwich 
14 Ord May 14 


eam 4 be oo, Ramsgate 
May13 Ord May 13 

Mitizr, James, Lee Green, Kent, 

wich Pet April20 Ora May 14 

Moss, Jonny, Fenton, Staffs, Insurance Agent Stoke upon 
Trent Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Pace, Witi1am, Pitts Hill, nr Tunstall, Staffs, Grocer 

r, Carter Leicester Pet May 14 


Pet May 14 O:d May 14 
y 
: —, on £, Poole, Tailor Poole Pet May 


Canterbury Pet 
a Builder 


Pace, Exizasetn, Leiceste 
Ord May 14 


May 18 

Pyz, Mh Tomas, ani Furniture Dealer Burnley 
Pet May15 Ord May 1 

Banvatt, Rosert Epwarp, a WititaM Nixoy Witiiam- 
~~ ye road, Paplishers High Court Pet May 13 

— JARRETT, Sheffield, Provision Dealer Sheffield 


y 156 Ord May 15 
Bicnarps, Jous Wriu1am, Barrow in Furness, Wire 
Worker Barrow in Furness Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Sarizn, Max, Commercial road, —— Manufacturer h 
8 ee eees bgt wm fo pam, Meta, Sullier 
KIPPEN, JAMES NATHANIEL, & D 0 
Morwich Pet May 13 nan = : 
Suiru, WitiiaM, a Victualler 
York Pet May15 Ord 
Stone, Gzorce, Bristol, Hay Dealen Bristol Pet May 15 
Seem ek —$ & o- e, Glos, Boot Manufacturer 
NE, Sipxey Jouy, 
Bristol a ret May Bn Stays” 
ZORGE. Hettun le Durham, Miner 
© r ree ot Ord May 14 
'AYLOR, ALFRED, ( . Somerset, Farmer B 1 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14° ‘ _ 
AS, Frances, Wolverh+mpton, 
= Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Tretr, Epwarp Exisaun, jun, 
Gt ¥: tet May 15 Ord Ma 
Watson cogs Nottingham, Builders’ Merchant 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Wrss, axtuve man, Leeds, Surgeon’s Assistant 


mg 2 urd May 13 
indsor, Butcher Windsor Pet May 7 


Symons, 


Wars, Wi111 
Ora May 14 :" 


Aenentad notion ecbbctitated Sas that published in 
London Gazette of May 14 : 


the 
Waav, Wittiam Gronoz, O14 Traff Manchester, 
enon Bookkeeper Gaiford Pot aged 24 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asucrort, JosEra, reston, Agricultural 
4 it Dealer rth Off Rec, 14, Chapel 


st, 
ATTREE Wiis Grecory, Erith, Kent, Dairyman June 
8 at 1130 115, High st, Rochester 
BrooxsmirH, Epwarp, Boutflower rd, Battersea Rise, 
Schoolmaster May 29 at 230 (Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 
Cases Hoven, Nottingham, ‘ya & May 24 at 11 
le 8 

Craypon, THomas, Canterbury, Accountant May 25 at 11 
Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

CLEMESTS, Hereerr, Halstead, - Watchmaker May 
24at11 Cups Hotel, Colche 

ore Davin, yh Satfolk, B Builder May 24 at 11.30 


ps Celchester 

Cruxton, Frank, Newmarket, Suffolk, Licensed Victestior 

= 24 at 1245 Red Lion Hotel, Petty Cury, Cam 
ri 

Evans, = As, Mardy, Glam, Boot Dealer May 2( at 12 
185 High st, Merthyr Ts dtil 

Fiemine, Henry, — May 29 at 11.30 £4, Railway 
app. London 

Foss, Joun James, Maida vale May 24at12 Bankruptcy 
blogs, arey 

Fow.er, Joun Nottinghem May 24 at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
vastle pl, Park st. Nottiogham 

Ge.tmay, Henny Garris, Kingston upon Hull, Commission 

Agent May 24at11 Off Rec. Trinity House Jn, Hull 

Goop.irFz, WaLter. Worthing, Florist May 24at 8 Off 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Groves, Henry, Catford, Kent, Dealer in Glass May 28 
at 11.80 4, Railway app, London Bridge 

Hacxmay, Water GeorcE. Svuthsea, Hants, Butcher 
May 24at3 Off {Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Porte- 


mou’ 
Hvoxzs, ons. Penrhiweeiber, Glam, Undertaker 
Mat3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Sere Paseee, 2 Sere Somerset, Gone May 24 at 
12 WH Tamlyn, High st, Bridgwater 
Jorzs, Ricnarp, and Epwarp Ev ans, Trefriw, Carnarvons, 
Builders May 23 at 1.30 North Western Hotel, 
- — ey ed iit te 
x, Freperick Jonny, Wiver sex. Teacher of Mi 
May 24 at 12 Cups Hotel, Colchester wad 
Martin, Joun Hexry, Hanbury, wera, Farmer 
May 25 at11 46, Copenhagen st, W 
Mason, Gzoncx, Sheffield, » Greengrocer May 29at12 Off 
in, She 
Messez, WittiamM Henry, Ramsgate May 30 at 9,1 
2 —= aie st, ey pau ee oe 
EILD, ALFRED WIL11AMm, Uttoxeter, Staffs, General Deale: 
me A 
rmpson. RIcHARD. Yorks hn ell 
, 24 a “an om, Walaa tees ee on ae 
mith, Wit.iam, Fri ag! or! icenred Victuall 
‘ Lg it, | Off Ree, 28, Stonegate ork — 
AYLOR JoszePpH Witrox, Norfolk st, Strand, Acco 
May 30ati2 Bankruptey bidgs. ‘Carey st sens 
Warp. Witiiam Grorcz. Old Trafford, pr Manchester, 
Theatrical aes May % at 230 Off Rec, 
WwW Lg B , Surgeon’ 
EBB ARTHUR Baw « AS eon’s Assistant 
May 24at1i Off Reo, 22, Park 1 row, Leeds” 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Brown, JANE, Park crescent, Clapham, Grocer Wands- 
worth Pet May6 Ord May 14 
Catitx, Emiry Mary, “nee Dressmaker Leicester 
Pet May 18 Ord May 13 
Ciements, Bersert, Halstead, Eowez, Watchmeber Col- 
chester Pet May 18 orp May 1 
heclwright Sheffield Pet 


Court, Cuar.es, D 
c ie 3, omy et, Sul, 
RUXTON, Frank, Newmar! uff. Xésraned Victu 
Cambridge PetMay6 Ord M om 
Dyson, Jouw Wriu1am, and Encar . Suaw. Bradford 
——- re . Manufacturers Bradford Pet May 15 
uly 


Foss. Jouy coe Maida Vale High Court P 
Ord May ig! et April 17 


Getmay, Hexey Hanrzis. Kingston on Hull. Commiesion 
Agent Kingston on Hull Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Gov £8, Henry, Catford an Dealer in Glass Greenwich 

et Ap 


- _ 19 Or bee 8 

ACKMAN. ALTER GEORGE oe, Saas Butcher 

Portamouth Pet May 13° 18° Ord May 13 ” 

Hicks, Davip, Lytchett Minster, Dorset, Market Gar- 
dener Poole Pet May13 Ord Mav 13 

Hospay, Arruur. Brighton, Provision D-aler Brighton 


Hvcnes Davin, Tatts Well, Gl 
vo, AVID, ‘8 ye Téccnned Victualler 
‘ontypridd Pet May 14 On ut May 14 


ian Francis, = water, Grocer 
15 Ord May g Bridgwater Pet May 


Kiekman, pts ag’ Nether os e, Derbys, 

. 7 13 Cn er B 2. i wis See 

ax. Frevoenricx Joun ve Essex, Teacher of 

. mag Manny Pet ay Fv Ord May 14 

zaper, WILLIAM ADOLPHUS, coln, Commission Agen 
Lincoln Pet May 14 urd May 14” ag ; 

Loyomine, Senatan, Amb! Westmorland, Grocer 





Kendal Pet May 15 Ord may 15 


noun. Uxbridge, Dealer indsor 
May li Ord May ” bes ~ 


Mavis, Craos, G!onceter, Fish Merchant Gloucester Pet 


May 13_ (rd Ma: 
Messace Franx ford, Kent, Butcher Greenwich 


= oes Mag 14 bag) 
Eser ILLIAM a 
May 13 Ord May » Ramsgate Canterbury Pet 


Moss. Your, ok u 4 Trent, Pespennse Agent Stoke 








Pa a ya. = tae I Btafts, Grocer 
Pet May 14 Ord May 1 4 

Porter. grees RVEY, , Somersets, Farmer 
Pet May 4 Ord May ia” 





Priumuzr, Epwarp Gxorcs, Poole, Tailor Poole Pet 
Mayi3 Ord 


mk : 
PurLanp, JAMES, WILLIAM _ Walsall, Tanners 


Walsall Pet May 9 
Pyz_Rosear Tuomas, Baaaley, Farniture Dealer Burnley 


Pet May 15 Ord 
oo Provision Dealer Sheffida 


'y 
REANEY, GABRETT, 
Pet May 15 Ord Ma: 
Sarize, Max, Ccmnmenetel 4 ry Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Muy 14 Ord May 
Sxirrew, James NATHANIEL. Sheringham, Norfolk, Builder 
Norwich Pet May13 Ord May 
SsuTH, Witi14m, Fridaythorpe, Yorks, Licensed Victusller 
York Pet May 15 "Ora May 15 
Stocker. James, Swan st, Southwark High Court Pe 
March 16 Ord May 13 
Grown, Gen Greens fom, St 5 ras Boot Manufacturer 
By nore. @ mang Binet Mel dion le Hole, Durham, Miner Durham 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Taytor, ALFRED, Claverham, Somerset, Farmer Bristol 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Tuomas, Frances, Wolverham Fishmonger Wolver- 
hampton Pet Mayl4 0; May 14 
Tynpa.t, JoserH, Barrow in Furness, Baker Barrow in 
Furness Pet 10 Ord May 13 
Warp, Wiiuiam Grorcs, Old Trafford, nr M+nchester, 
Theatr: a Bookkeeper Salford Pet April 24 Ord 
May 15 
— Wiuram, Nottingham, a 8 Merchant 
ttingham Pet Mayi4 Ord May 14 
Wun ArrHur Hawkstey, Leeds, Surgeon’s Assistant 
Leeds Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
WHueatTLey, ey —— Contractor Brentford Pe 
April 2 7 
WILKIE, Sameer ydock. Lancs, Horse Tenter Liver. 
pool Pet May11 Ord May 13 
Woop, Sipwey Baitey, Hay Mulls, Worcester, Grocer 
B Pet May1 Ord May 13 


ate aoe ULLED AND RECEIVING 
ESCINDED. 


CrowDdEn, my rey Stockbroker’s Clerk High 
boy Bec Ord Oct 5, 1896 Adjud Oct 10,1856 Res 
& Annul May 13, 1901 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, May 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barser, a Knutsford, Cheshire, Farm Laboure 
Manoches' Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

Best, Jacos, ~ Ba Plumber Foymeuth Pet May 4 
Ord May 18 

Borp, Danret, Outer Temple, Strand High Court Pet 
Feb 18 Ord March 26 ; 

Cane, James Henry, Hove, Printer Brighton Pet May 
18 Ord May 18 

CoomBErR, ALFRED, sen, iam, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet May 16 Ord May 

Cox, wee Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet May 16 Ord 


Dixox-baawx, A Co,thall av High Court Pet April% 


Dormer, = All Fircu, Lower name, Nurserymaa 
Edmonton Pet may16 Ord May 

Epen, Georez, Wolverhampton, Fn eal Wolverhampton 
Pet May 17 Ord Mav 18 

Emery, Wittiam, Manchester, Builder Manchester Pet 
May6 Ord May 17 

Hayter, Cecin Goopenou -\~ — st, Park ln High 
Court Pet April23 Ord Ma 

Hem, Franx Conran. Jermyn a "Bt. James’, Financial 
Agent High Court Pet May 2 Ord May i7 

Horsocxs, Lucy Even, Sa, nr = Paper 
Merchant Wigan Pet May 14 Ord May 

Hows, E, Gower st High Court Pet Feb 1s” Ord May 17 


os - Wuittocx Davip Tuomas, Nottingham, Cashier 
Not Pet May17 Ord May 17 
J Lota 


BNBY, Stuckton on Tees, Engineer Stockton on 

Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

Kent, Anravs Epwin, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Chemist 
Bolton May 15 Ord May u 

Moors, CuarLes Epwarp, Beeston, 
Nottingham Pet May 18 Ord’ Map 

Moorez, Wace. + ee Builder "Btourbridge Pet 
May17 Ord May 

Nock, Groacez, Chenaaide, Draper High Court Pet May 
4 Ord May 15 

Pearsox, Tuomas, Lye, Vente, Painter Stourbridge 
Pet May 16 Ord he 

Picxuzs, F, & Co, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Worsted Spinner 
Bradford Pet May 9 Ord May i8 

Posyo, Josern Mosrzis, ead High Court Pet 
A Ord May 17 

Paince, Henny, Gomer, Bootmaker Portsmouth Pet 
May17 Ord May 

Summons, Harry Wor “f Kingston upon Hall, Merchant 
a Kingston upon Hull Pet May 18 Ord May 

Suirn, Frepenick Wit.iam, Palmer's pl, Lower Holloway, 
Auictant Sehoolmaster High Court Pet May 16 

1 

Sranes, Jon Francis, Bloomsbury sq, Surgeon High 

Court Pet april 26 Ord 


Sricktanp, Water Jonny, rtland, Confectioner 
wDorch-ster, Pet May18 Ord May 18 
Tayo, Faepenick, Karlestown, Lancs, Roch- 
dale Pec Mav18 Ord aay is 
Tovgesen. 5 Banay Gn Mer fi sex, Builder Chelmsford 
riaefeld, 
-—s Grover, 8 sex, Insurance Agent 


16 ty May 16 16 
Ususe, Dram, Ciydesda cada mame, Bayswater High Court 


27 Ord Ma: 


Vickers, moms, Nor Strand, Engineer High 
Court y 16 
warn t. & ‘oo, Birmingham Pet April if 





a bh ae ee eh. ee ca ee 


aS & 





Labourer 
et May 4 
urt Pet 
Pet May 
1ds worth 
16 Ord 
April % 
sey MAR 
hampton 
ster Pet 
lo High 
fin wnelal 
a, Paper 
i May 17 
, Cashier 
ck ton on 
Chemist 
ousemaa 
dge Pe 
Pet May 
yurbridge 
| Spinner 
yurt Pet 
ath Pet 


Merchant 
Ord May 


Lolloway, 
May i 


m High 
\fectioner 
%¢ Roch- 
elm sford 
re Agent 
gh Court 
or High 
| April 12 
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Amended netics substituted for feb pelted the 
London Gazette of March 15 


Sinsen, AtcrRyon THomas, Walsall, Btafts, Tronfounder’s 
Manager Walsall Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANDREINI, teas tien, Merchant May 81 at11 Bank- 


gs, Carey 

OMAS, Portland, Builder May 28 at1 Off Rec, 

ess st, Salisbury 

Artwoop, Joszpx, Old 4 Hill, Staffs, Butcher May 30 at 11 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Barzer, Huexn, Knutsford. Cheshire, Farm Labourer 
June 5at 2.30 Off Reo, = st, Manchester 

Bargett, Francis James, Mckfastieigh, Maug- Boot 
Maker May 28at10.30 6, Athenceum terr, Plymouth 

Best, Marx, Doncaster, Butcher May 30at12 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 


Bivauam, ROBERT Syxes, Sheffield, Provision » amen 
May 30 at 12.30 Off Ree, Figtree In, Sheffiel 
Bowpitcu, Joszrrx DurpEex, Upway, Dorset, pie May 
28 at 12.80 Off Reo, Endless st, Salisbury 
Bresszy & Co, Jouy, Martin’s In, Cannon st t May 80 at 2 30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Burton, Francis Girrarp, and Rosert Joun Burroy, 
tent, Yorks, Drapers May 29 at 1 Off Rec, 
Figtree In Sheffield 
CALLow, pa, Se at, Worcs May 30 at 11.30 
174, 


gham 

Canwett, Wa tse, Norwich, Butcher May 29 at1l Off 
Ree, 8, st, Norwich 

unites EmIty Mary, Leicester, Dressmaker May 81 at 
1230 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Coorgz, Witi14m, West Bromwich, Staffs, Auctioneer May 
380 at 11 Off Bes, 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Court, Epwarp, King’s Norton, ‘Worcester, Bricklayer 
May 81 at 11.30 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Covey, Ernest Grorcze Wysrants, Sevenoaks, Farmer 
May 30 at 11.80 24, Bailway app, London Bridge 

Crooxe, THomas, Monk aang Devon May 28 at 
11 Off Rec, 6, Athenzeum ter, Piymouth 

yt Gzorcz Manon, Midd esborough, Draper’s 
4 t May 3lat3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 

roug 


Fox, = James, Romsey, Southampton, Timber 
Merchant May 28ut12 Off Rec, 17%, High st, South- 


am; 
Gittincuam, Water Eryest, King st West, Ravenscourt 
—_ nome in Violins June 5 at 11 Bankruptcy 
Gixper, 1LL1AM CHARLES, Streatham Hill, Licensed 
Victualler May 30 atil Bankruptcy bldgs, yak st 
Granam, JouxsToN Moreron. Burton cres, St Pancras, 
Auctioneer June 3at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Gaiccs. MARK, Woodford. Essex, Grocer May 30 at 12 
pu y bldgs, Carey st 
Hartiey, Witu1amM, Heywood, Lancs May 29 at 8 Off 
Rec, Exchange st. Bolton 
HockenuutL, Joseru, Alderley Edge, Cheshire, Carter 
Mey 29at11 Off Rec, 23 . King Edward st, Maccles- 


InzLanp, Rosert, Tottenham Court rd, Restaurant Keeper 
June 3at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 
JonEs, —_ Davin, Tuns' taffe May 3lat 11.30 Off 
bee, Newcastle under Lyme 
a Tomas : rome West aap ge Corn Merchant 
ay 31 a 17 oy ee st, Birmin; 
-—r GrorGs, Nether Heage, Derbys, = May 
3lat12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Lock, WriiiaM Henry, Penrbiwceiber, Glam, Boot 
Dealer May 29at12 135, —— st Merthyr Tydfil 
Loxastarr, Rosert, Wolsing , Durham, Grocer May 
30at8 Off Rec, 25, pony = "sunderland 
Marxwick, AnTuur Ricwarp, Addlestone, Surrey, Butcher 
May 2¥ at 12.30 24, Railway app, London 
Homa. Cyrus, Glo acester, Merchant May 80 at 12 
ff Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
ior a ~ Ty Draper May 29 ati2 Bank- 


Pages, s Busan, Cele Talecten, Carter May Slats Off Rec, 


Parxe, JosEPH, Biackhesth, dy y Grocer May 30 at 11.30 
Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Paince, Henry, Southsea, Bootmaker May 28 at 3 Off 
ic, Cambridge junc, "Bigh st, Portsmouth 

Raspash, Roserr Epwarp, ‘and) §«Wiiuiam Nixon 


Bish Editor of the Eleventh Edition of “Smith’s Manual of 
oe t ~~ ba Publishers June 8 af ii Common Law,” Barrister-at-Law, continues to PREPARE 
Rrangy, Garrett, Shetiteld Provision Dealer May 29 at | for the Bar and University Law Examinations by Day, 


anne = Post, 
ty Examinations, 1900.—10 Pupils (all those sent 
May 30 at12 1/4, Corporation st, ham be: 


12 80 Rec. Figtree In, Sheffield 
Revewt, Frtvcis Henry, ham, Licensed Victualler 


PPEN, JAMES NATHANIEL, a ham, Norfolk Builder 
May 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, ye Norwich 


Deanpen, Cuartes A, pangeé Gos, ao Been, , Flint, 


Brickmaker 
Drssen, Grorcz, Holloway va Ponitae e hemever High 
Court Pet March 27 "Ord May 18 
Dormer, Sipnzy Fitcs, Barrowflieldé, Lower Edmonton, 
Nurseryman Edmonton Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Epex, Gsorce, Wolverhampton, Foreman Wolver- 
hampton Pet May 17 Ord May 18 
Fietper, GrorcEe ley Walton. Surrey, Grocer 


Kingston, Surrey il12 Ord May 17 
Fiemina. oy ad Balham thee ow Wandsworth April 17 


Ord y 16 

Frost, Maria, Pi. 3 Laundryman High Court Pet 

March 28 Ord May 1 

Ger odd Handeworth, Staffs. Builder Birmingham 
Pet May 11 Ord May 18 

Grace, Jonn Wittiam, Cowie Aston, Oxford, Grocer 
Oxford Pet April 24 yo A 

Horrocks, Lucy E.iey, Standish, nr Wigan, Paper 

Merchant Wigan Pet May 14 ‘Ord May 16 

Inevaxp. Rosert, T ct rd, Restaurant Keeper 

h Court Pet April15 Ord May18 


Jenkins, Waittock Davin THomas, Seam, Cashier 
Nottingham PetMay17 Ord May 

JERRAM Fassene OLDERSHAW, Machinist 
High Court Pet Feb12 Ord May 17 

Jicke.L, Henry, Stockton on Tees, Stockton on 


Tees PetMay16 Ord May 16 

Jones, Ricnarp, and Ricuarp Evaws, Trefriw, Carnarvons, 

Builders Portmadoc Pet May3 Ord May 16 

Jonzs, > ue Henry, Stockport Stockport Pet April 

ay17 

men AnTaur Epwix, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Chemist 
Bolton Pet May 15 Ord May 17 

Moore, Cuaries Epwarp, Notts, Warehouseman 
N ham is mg 18 Ord May 18 

Moors, ee orcester, Builder Stourhidge 

Pet May 17 rd "May 17 


Noermiston, Frep —,. " ashton under Lyne, Grocer 

Ashton under Lyne Pet May3 Ord May 18 
Pzarson, ARTHUR Witt1Am Bunpy, Palmerston " 
Contractor High Court Pet March 23 Ord May 15 
Pongo, = THomas. , Worcester, Decorator Btourbridge 
Pet May 16 May 16 


| Pag, Hosa Southsea, Bootmaker Portamouth Pet 
Ord May 17 


a 4 Harry Wor upon Hull, Merchant 
| oon Kingston upon Hell Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
SurTs. Freperick oh coe Palmer’s p!, 

imaster Court Pet 
Srarxey, Frepericx, 
Pet 
Boot Dealer 
Pet April18 Ord May 
SrickLanp, + a Jcux, 
Rochdale Pet 
Mayi18 Ord May 18 
UpsHaLt, SYDNEY. Insurance Agent 
Chelmsf 
May 17 


Lower Holloway, 
May15 Ord May 15 
av, Stationer High Court 
20 Ord May 17 
7 Tuomas Brrnarp. ieremeet, 
ar} poe —— Salisbury fatisbury Pet April 16 
ay 
Portland, Confectioner Dor- 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
Tay.or, Frepvgnrick, Barlestown, 
Trett, Epwarp io. juo, Stokesby, Norfolk, Miller 
Gt Yarmouth Pet May 16 Ord May 18 
ord Pet May 18 Ord May 16 
Wa ker, nee Nicwoits, Margate Canterbury Pet 
Wvart, Grorcr, Greea Lanes, Stoke Newington, Brewer 
High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord May 15 





All letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 





office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 





Funds exceed - 


alterations, to 








NEEOS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 





4 obtaini 
rocer May 30 at 12 address: 11, New-court, Carey-street, W.C. 


R. C. SPURLING, M.A., B.C. 1a (Oxford), 
First Class Honours, ate Scholar of Christ Ch 


Seuminstions, Mast, 1901.—25 sent up, 21 passed, 





cw 4 Suni Altre, Lancs 
st, \verpool 
Turn Hee 88, N Euan, jun, Btokesby, Norfolk, Miller 
Ne 


June 1 at 12 Off Keo, 8, 
War, Wray, ranean, But May 30at3 Bank- 


gs, 
Was, WILLIAM, Ragsoek, 
at 10.80 Uff Kec, 35, 
Woop, 8ypnry Banxy, Hay 
May 31 atil 174, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ine, Huan, Kautsford, 


Cheshire, Farm Labourer 
Pet May 16 Ord May 6 


perience ; 
country ; excellent recommendation. Victoria-road, 
Horse Tenter June 6 Stroud Green, N. — 


Liverpool 
» ,Worcesters, Grocer RTICLED CLERK Required, in the Office 
st, Birmingham A . ot vey large nb vse ee To Her Majssty, the Lord Chancellor 


business — 
Apoly, Law, Bo een & oy St, 


AW. — Efficient Shorthand Writer (24) 
, ’ ten 
Desires Lm rag geod, nman ; years’ ex- 





of a Firm of Solicitors 
tice, where he would thoro 





Barwarp, ARTHUR, Wimbiedoa, 
: —_ Agent High 


Ord May \ 
Brown, F C Book-kee 
meh dour Pe Hoven, Ord Hay | meas st, Solicitor Di trict Counci 
TON : Sail bt “a treet 
DERIOK. ver eshamptan, rocer Wolver- assist 


hampton Pet A 


LERK Ke) Desires Re-eng ent as 
per (Kain’s System) ; kno of Urban 
Accounts ; 


; good reference.—W. T., 104, * Chureh- 





Care, Warten norwich, Butcher Norwich Pet 
May2 Ord Ma 
Sox, Joux, ts Builder Bristol Pet May 16 Ord 


Ovuy pane, Guyhirn, nor 


WANTED, in the Midland Counties, for a 
Division, a Head Assistant 


Large 
Wisbech, Cambe, I unedinitted; must ‘be 
Clerk, mi hsp om A 


and 
+s care of 





sLynn Pet May 1 "Ord May 18 


A. Betts, 50, 





-row, W.C, 


all floors; sea water swim 
desired) from 1%s. daily or 3} weekly.— For further 
particulars a: 


alworth ; 
price price 2876-—Owsnh, Ivydale, Pier-e 


Law Wigs and Gowns for 
Clerks, 


EQUITY AND LAW 


ELIEFH ASSURANOEH SOOIETY.. 
ESTABLISHED 


1844. 
£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. — 
ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 





M4DaME AUBERT Introduces Daily ana 
Resident English and Foreign Governesses, Lady 


Homer erie fa sat 


Companions, 
for British aS Cr 
tional Homes Recommended.—141, Re fegent-atrect, ~~ 


RIGHTON GRAND HOTEL.—Centre of 
splendid sea front; electric light throughout lift to 





apply to Manacer, 





REEHOLD GROUND-RENT, £36 per 


avenae, 


EDE AND SON, 


nr 


af London, ee. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 





Town 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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SHORTHAND ANO TYPEWRITING. 


TREADWELL & WRIGHT, 
I, of 8.W., N.U.T., 
38 CHANCERY LANE, W.O, 
ERGAL AND GENSRAL SHORTHAND WRITERS 
AND. TYPISTS. 
EsTasiisHev 1845. 
The saa Writers appointed by the Gam in Public 
‘ompanies Acta, 
Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Reporting... 
f Legal, Literary, and General Type Copying. 
a Me it Clerks for Ti Scninion ond arevene 
Rooms and Clerks for service of Clients on the premises. 
p momar orders returned same day if required. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BSIRKBECK BANK, 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
GUBRENT ACCOUNTS. 

Of onthemihimum monthly balances, py © 
2 when nut drawn below £100. Io 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 


2H, on Deposits, reparaite on demand. OPL ‘h 


STOCKS AND SHARES. 
es purchased and sold for cuatomers. 
fhe BIRKBE Z ares with full particulars, 
RANCIS RAVENSOROFT, Manager. 
Telephone No, f aaa. 
Telagraphse Address: ** Binxerox, Lorxnow ” 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


AUTHORITY 








Every requisite under the above ~~ supplied on the 


The BOOKS and sonny nae in Stock forimmediate use 
SHake Certiricates, Denentures, &c, engraved and 
OrricitaL Sas desigaed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Priatars, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET a ry acy E.C. (corner of 
pn 
Annual and ome Returns Stamped and Filed, 


NOW RBADY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5a 


A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By FraxcisJ3. Green, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at- Law. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
— uu?, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


ry ENRY Base ag Advertisement Agent, 
attention of the my 








CAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
) cam wel ll Be ly Mon- 
al 6d. Amorig the recent additions 
ioe young wale Argali . 








Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS-YN-DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales, 

Fer Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 
Shooting—19,000 acres. Fishing—9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 

References — 
Dr. by gs pm 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
Dr. D. Fennizr, 84, Cavendish-square, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Dr. WALKER, J.P., 
Dinas Wawddwy. 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIRETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME. 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
ae to 
arnt . 8. D. HOGG, 
Medical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
J. HEADLEY 


of Tnebri a ‘one? Experience. 
and M edicat References. For terms and particulars 
y Miss 5 RILEY, or the Principal. 


THE INEBRIATES ‘ACTS, 1879-99, 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORO, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 


For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
Inebriety and Abuse of Drugs. Healthy employment and 
recreations : Workshops, poultry farm, sutnee. & cricket. 
tennis, billiards. &c. Nine acres of Grounds. Electric light 
throughout. Terms 1} to 2} Guineas weekly. No Extras. 

Apply to Rasipent Mspicat Su PERINTENDENT. 

ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 

M.S.A., Patent Agent (ete. “ H.M. Patent Offices 
, Chancery-lan ge Make _ Letters Patent ob- 

















BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of ait Chemists and: Grocers. 





BRAND & 00., LTD., MAYP. & MAYFAIE 
WORKS, V. sD, MAVPAIR, Wi. Ms 


$$. “4 
$$$ 


LAW STATIONERS. 
PRINTERS. LITHOGRAPHERS. 


PARCHMENTS 


Of the Finest Quality. Specially Selected 
Thick Skins. 


ALL PRINCIPAL SIZES IN STOCK, 
PLAIN, OR RULED & TEXTED. 





Particulars on application. 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.6, — 
PATENTS and TRAL and TRADE MARES. 


W:. P. THOMPSON & Cco., i 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 
(and at Livzsroo,, Manonesrsn, and Braminenan), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 


Representatives in all Cegtae, 
THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 











GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. i 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER,. 





S. FISHER, 188, Strand, 








» OP 





of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
— raguested to kindly Recom- 
fe Executors and others 


pina ‘aluations. 


Gays 





ROBATE | EVA, ALUAT |ON S 
SPINK & 


Yo Ni 
ee 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18. PICCADILLY, 


LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 








